VOLUME  II.     LANDS. 


IN  THE 

District  Court  of  the  United  States 

FOR  THE 

Northern  District  of  California 


SECOND  DIVISION 


SPRING  VALLEY  WATER  COMPANY, ' 

Plaintiff, 

vs. 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRAN- 
CISCO, ET  AL., 

Defendants. 


Nos.  14,735,  14.892, 
15,131,  15,344,  15,569, 
Circuit  Court  of  IT.  S., 
Ninth  Judicial  Cir- 
cuit, Northern  Dis- 
trict of  California, 
and  26  and  96  District 
Court  of  U.  S.  North- 
ern District  of  Cali- 
fornia, Second  Divis- 


ABSTRACT  OF  TESTIMONY  TAKEN  BEFORE  HONORABLE 
H.  M.  WRIGHT,  STANDING  MASTER  IN  CHANCERY  FOR 
THE  DISTRICT  COUHT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  IN 
AND  FOR  THE  NORTHERN  DISTRICT  OF  CALIFORNIA, 
SECOND  DIVISION,  IN  THE  PROCEEDING  ENTITLED 
SPRING  VALLEY  WATER  COMPANY  vs.  THE  CITY 
AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  ET  AL.,  IN  EQUITY 
NOS.  AS  ABOVE. 


For  Defendants: 
PERCY  V.  LONG,  ESQ. 
tfESSE  H.  STEINHART,  ESQ. 
ROBERT  M.  SEARLS,  ESQ. 


• 


EDWARD  J.  McCuTCHEN,  ESQ., 
WARREN  OLNEY,  JR.,  ESQ., 
A.  C.  GREENE,  ESQ., 

Solicitors  for  Plaintiff. 


NEAL    PUBLISH! XG    COMPANY,    PRINTBBS,    SAN    FRANCISCO 


UNIVERSITY  OF  CALIFORNIA 
LOS  ANGELES 


Fallen 

SPRING  VALLEY  WATER  CO.  VS.   CITY  AND  COUNTY  OP  SAN  FRANCISCO 


ABSTRACT   OF   TESTIMONY    OF   DEFENDANT. 


TWENTY-THIRD  HEARING.  AUGUST  25,  1915. 

Witnesses:    DANIEL  H.  FALLON,  PETER  RASMUSSEN, 

PATRICK  CONNOLLY  and  THOS.  H.  MEANS, 
for  Defendant. 

(Master  refers  to  a  remark  made  by  him,  and  appearing  at  page        1388 
1378  of  the  transcript,  which  he  has  stricken  from  his  record,  and 
requests  the  Counsel  to  make  the  same  corrections  in  their  tran- 
script.) 

DIRECT   EXAMINATION   BY    MR.    STEINHART.  1389 

I  reside  in  Pleasanton,  Alameda  County,  and  have  lived  there 
since  1878.  I  am  a  sheep  and  cattle  buyer;  have  purchased  cattle 
and  sheep  for  Louis  Gerlack,  of  Stockton;  J.  G.  Johnson,  of  San 
Francisco,  and  Clayburg  &  George.  I  worked  eleven  years  for  Mr. 
Gerlack,  nine  years  for  Clayburg  &  George,  and  between  two  and 
three  years  for  Levi  &  Johnson.  Before  that  I  was  engaged  in  the 
butcher  business.  I  know  the  Calaveras  land,  and  my  first  recol- 
lection of  that  land  is  about  1866.  I  have  visited  there  four  or  five 
times  a  year  for  the  last  18  or  20  years.  The  last  ten  years  I  have 
not  traveled  it  much.  I  have  bought  cattle  there  and  they  are  fairly 
good.  They  do  not  compare  with  the  San  Joaquin  cattle,  however,  as 
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they  do  not  dress  out  as  well.  A  steer  of  the  same  age  from  the  Cala- 
veras  range  will  not  dress  within  150  to  200  Ibs.  of  what  a  San 
Joaquin  steer  of  the  same  age  will  dress,  which  is  probably  due 
to  the  quality  of  the  grass.  I  have  run  stock.  I  would  consider  that 

1391  it  would  take  from  ten  to  fifteen  acres  for  a  steer  for  the  full  twelve 
months.    The  grazing  lands  I  should  judge  to  be  worth  from  $2.25 
to  $10,  but  I  would  not  think  there  is  over  one-third  of  the  country 
that  is  $10  per  acre  land.     This  refers  to  grazing  land  outside  of  the 

1392  valley  laud.     I  consider  about  two-thirds  of  that  country  there  as 
$2.25  land. 

Map  10,  parcel  288,  Chabot  land:  I  know  the  Chabot  ranch, 
and  have  known  it  for  fully  50  years.  I  owned  land  adjoining  the 
Chabot  ranch  on  the  north-west  corner,  consisting  of  47  acres,  which 
was  a  part  of  the  Fallon  ranch,  owned  by  my  father,  Jeremiah  Fal- 
lon.  I  have  lived  in  the  Pleasanton  country  since  1878.  I  am 
familiar  with  the  crops  as  grown  on  the  Chabot  ranch,  and  would 
not  call  them  good  crops  by  any  means.  To  the  best  of  my  memory, 
I  have  never  seen  but  three  paying  crops  grown  on  the  Chabot  land. 

1393  I  used  to  herd  sheep  on  the  Chabot  ranch  as  a  boy,  and  until  I 
was  18  years  old,  I  was  more  or  less  in  the  sheep  business.     At  that 
time  there  was  a  low  swale  in  the  valley  there,  and  it  used  to  be 
principally  salt  grass  and  adobe  land  underneath.     Sam  Martin  and 
his  brother  J.  West  Martin  had  that  land  afterwards,  and  used  it 
as  a  horse  pasture.     Then  Abijah  Baker  purchased  the  ranch  from 
the  Martins,  and  started  reclaiming,  leveeing,  and  planting  it  to 
grain,  but  made  a  failure  of  it,  as  his  levees  broke,  and  it  flooded 
out  on  him.     After  that  George  Whitten  had  it,  but  he  did  not  get 
good  crops  from  it.    After  that  Hart  &  Hewlett  had  it.    Hart  ceased 
farming  and  lost  his  place.    He  went  bankrupt. 

I  am  familiar  with  the  market  value  of  lands  in  the  neighbor- 

1394  hood  of  Pleasanton,  and  the  Chabot  land.     The  value  of  the  Chabot 
lands  in  December,  1913,  to  the  best  of  my  opinion,  was  not  over 
$100  an  acre.     That  land  does  not  compare  at  all  with  the  land  I 
formerly  owned,  excepting  the  20  acre  piece  that  lies  east  of  the 
levee.      The  levee  runs  down  the  valley   and   divides   the   flow   of 
water  from  the  north  and  east,  and  from  the  west.    The  west  country 
is  sloping  hills  with  good  soil  and  no  alkali.     On  the  east  the  drain- 
age is  from  the  San  Ramon,  the  Alamo  Creek  and  the  Tassajero. 
That  is  an  alkali  country,  and  more  or  less  silt  or  sand.     The  Chabot 
land  was  flooded  down  in  the  low  basin.     The  better  land  is  the 
land  on  the  west  side  of  the  canal,  (Borges  land),  which  I  formerly 
owned. 

CROSS   EXAMINATION   BY    MR.    MCCUTCHEN. 

I  should  judge  from  10  to  15  acres  is  necessary  to  maintain  a 
steer  for  a  year,  but  I  do  not  think  that  it  would  maintain  a  steer 
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in  good  condition  for  that  period  of  time.  It  will  simply  keep  him 
alive.  He  won't  be  in  a  condition  to  butcher.  I  don't  think  there  1395 
are  acres  enough  on  that  hill  land  to  get  a  steer  in  good  condition. 
If  100  steers  are  turned  loose  on  that  entire  range,  and  allowed  to 
range  there  a  year — no  other  cattle  being  on  the  range — they  would 
be  what  I  call  ordinary  feeders,  and  not  fit  for  the  market.  I  have 
seen  cattle  there,  and  also  on  the  surrounding  ranges  recently.  The 
surrounding  ranges  are  very  nearly  of  the  same  character  as  the 
Calaveras  ranges.  These  cattle  are  in  good  condition,  but  unfit  for 
butchering.  They  could  not  be  considered  a  prime  article.  There 
is  quite  a  variety  in  the  grades  of  cattle  used  for  beef  purposes, 
such  as  Mexicans,  Arizonans,  Herefords,  Durham,  and  a  mixture 
generally. 

Mexicans  are  cattle  that  come  from  Mexico,  and  are  called  1396 
an  inbred,  run-down  cattle,  of  no  particular  breed.  Their  average 
weight  at  3  to  4  years  old  runs  from  550  to  600  at  the  outside.  I 
saw  some  cattle  on  the  Calaveras  range  two  weeks  ago  in  fair  condi- 
tion— not  poor — but  not  fit  for  the  market.  They  were  a  mixture 
of  all  kinds. 

I  know  the  Western  Meat  Co.,  and  also  know  that  they  bought 
those  cattle  about  six  weeks  or  two  months  ago,  to  put  them  up  as 
feeders.  It  is  still  keeping  them  on  the  Calaveras  range,  because  it 
has  not  got  its  own  place  ready  for  any.  Those  cattle  are  not 
poor.  As  I  said,  cattle  could  not  get  fat  on  the  Calaveras  pasture  1397 
range,  and  those  cattle  are  not  on  the  range,  but  are  in  the  valley. 
I  do  not  know  how  long  they  have  been  in  the  valley,  or  on  the  hill 
range.  I  do  not  know  whether  any  cattle  were  marketed  from  that 
range  before  being  placed  on  the  valley  range. 

The  farmers  in  that  locality  who  graze  their  cattle  on  the  hills, 
market  them  for  beef  purposes,  but  do  not  get  good  prices  for  them. 
They  get  all  the  way  from  5l/o  to  6  cents,  which  is  a  fair  price.  The 
top  of  the  market  is  7  cents.  I  call  5%  or  6  cents  a  very  good  price 
for  that  grade  of  cattle.  Some  beef  buyers  buy  cattle  for  5%  to 
6  cents  and  get  very  fine  cattle,  but  there  are  several  buyers  who  1398 
buy  cattle  at  that  price  which  are  in  medium  condition.  Cattle  can- 
not be  fattened  on  that  range  so  as  to  make  them  marketable  for 
beef  purposes.  Farmers  in  that  neighborhood  who  raise  their  cattle 
in  the  Calaveras  hills  have  sold  them  for  feeders. 

I  know  the  ranch  of  Robert  F.  Morrow,  and  he  sells  annually  1399 
from  250  to  300  head  of  cattle,  so  far  as  I  know.  Mr.  Morrow  does 
not  sell,  to  my  knowledge,  750  head  of  cattle  from  that  range  an- 
nually, but  I  do  not  know  anything  about  that.  He  fattens  his 
cattle  in  the  lower  part  of  Hall's  Valley,  and  in  the  country  south 
thereof.  I  do  not  know  how  much  of  his  range  is  valley  land,  and 
I  do  not  know  whether  he  fattens  his  cattle  on  the  grazing  lands. 
He  may,  but  I  doubt  it.  He  has  a  fairly  good  grade  of  cattle,  which 
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I  consider  feeders.    I  do  not  consider  any  of  the  cattle  which  Mr. 

1400  Morrow  sells  fit  to  be  killed.     I  know  the  condition  of  the  cattle 
that  Mr.  Morrow  markets.     They  are  feeders.     I  saw  some  of  Mr. 
Morrow's  cattle  four  or  five  years  ago,  but  to  enumerate  just  how 
often,  I  could  not.     I  passed  through  his  ranch  several  times,  and 
saw  his  cattle  on  the  pasture.    I  was  going  to  the  Gilroy  ranch  when 
I  passed  through  his  ranch,  having  started  from  Mr.  Johnson's  office 
in  San  Francisco.    I  did  not  go  to  his  ranch  looking  for  cattle,  but 
passed  through  it  because  it  was  a  short  cut  to  where  I  was  going. 
I  was  going  to  the  St.  Louis  ranch. 

1401  (The  Master:    Q.    You  said  the  Gilroy  ranch.) 

The  St.  Louis  ranch  is  in  the  Pacheco  Pass,  at  Bell  Station.  I 
went  to  Livermore — describing  the  route  taken  from  San  Fran- 
cisco— and  rode  on  horseback  through  that  range  of  mountains  be- 
tween the  Gilroy  Pass  and  the  town  of  Livermore.  After  leaving 
Livermore,  I  went  first  to  the  Patterson  ranch,  then  on  to  Crane 
Ridge,  and  from  Crane  Ridge  kept  right  on  going  south,  taking  in 
the  Hayes  ranch  which  covers  the  cattle  ranges  on  both  sides  of 
the  ridge.  That  is  located  on  the  Mocho  Creek,  about  25  miles  from 
Livermore.  I  was  looking  for  cattle,  and  kept  to  no  trail,  but  just 
cut  through  the  mountains.  I  didn't  go  to  Mr.  Morrow's  place  to 
get  any  cattle,  because  I  knew  what  he  was  asking  for  them,  and 
knew  that  I  couldn't  touch  his  figures.  I  rode  a  clay's  ride  on  an 

1402  ordinary  saddle-horse  away  from  Morrow's  ranch,  but  I  didn't  stop 
for  luncheon  once  in  three  days.     I  took  dinner  at  the  ordinary 
camps.    I  couldn't  tell  you  how  long  it  took  me  to  ride  through  Mr. 
Morrow's  ranch,  nor  the  distance.     I  could  not  tell  you  the  names 
of  the  streams  that  I  crossed.     I  could  not  tell  you  how  many 
cattle  I  saw  on  Mr.  Morrow's  ranch  on  that  trip,  but  I  did  see  some 
whose  condition  was  not  very  good.    This  was  in  July.    They  were 
mixed  cattle,  some  Herefords,  Arizonans  and  Mexicans.     I  kept  no 

1403  count  of  how  many  there  were,  but  they  were  not  fat,  and  if  there 
are  any  fat  cattle  in  that  country,  they  are  fat  in  July.    They  were 
grazing  on  the  mountains  south  of  Mt.  Hamilton,  but  I  could  not 
tell  at  what  elevation.     I  found  wild  oats,  fox  tail,  and  broncho 
grass  there  as  feed.    I  found  cattle  on  almost  every  range  between 
the  Morrow  and  the  St.  Louis  ranches.    After  leaving  the  Morrow 
place,  I  was  on  the  Donnelly-Dunne  ranch,  and  on  the  Pope  ranch. 
The  cattle  on  the  Donnelly-Dunne  ranch  were  in  about  the  same 
condition  as  the  rest  of  the  hill  cattle.    They  market  cattle  from  the 

1404  hill  ranges.     They  are  good  cattle,  as  a  general  rule,  because  he 
has  a  different  breed  and  a  good  country.     The  ability  to  fatten 
cattle  depends  a  whole  lot  upon  the  breed.     Cattle  of  some  breeds 
will  fatten  on  some  ranges,  whereas,  cattle  of  other  breeds  will  not 
fatten  on  those  same  ranges.     The  Mexicans  and  Arizonan  cattle 
are  not  acclimated,  and  wpnjt  do^the  first  year.    Part  of  these  cattle 
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that  I  saw  in  Calaveras  were  Mexican  cattle,  but  I  do  not  know 
whether  they  had  been  there  for  a  year.  Quite  a  few  of  them  were 
Arizonan  cattle.  I  would  not  say  they  were  Mexican  exactly.  Here- 
ford and  Devon  cattle  do  well  on  the  hill  ranges  of  the  Donnelly- 
Dunne  ranch.  I  do  not  think  these  cattle  would  do  well  on  the  1405 
mountain  ranges  of  Calaveras,  because  the  quality  of  grass  is  not 
there.  Donnelly  and  Dunne  have  clover  and  alfileria  on  their  ranges, 
which  is  not  on  the  Calaveras  ranges  to  any  extent,  as  I  know 
from  traveling  over  them,  less  than  a  year  ago.  It  is  very  sparse; 
there  is  an  occasional  bunch.  Broncho  grass,  wild  oats  and  fox  tail 
is  the  sort  of  feed  to  be  found  on  that  land,  ten  to  fifteen  acres  of 
which  will  maintain  a  steer  for  a  year,  and  that  is  about  all.  I 
do  not  know  who  else  is  in  that  country  engaging  in  the  business 
of  raising  cattle  other  than  the  lessees  of  the  Spring  Valley  Water 
Co.,  as  I  didn't  travel  that  country  much  for  the  last  ten  years.  1406 

I  know  Mr.  Apperson,  and  his  country  differs  but  very  little 
from  the  Calaveras  country.  His  cattle  are  Hereford  and  Durham, 
and  are  principally  fattened  on  the  hills  closest  to  Sunol,  and  in 
the  valley.  Very  little  he  ever  fattens  on  his  range.  He  rents  land 
in  the  neighborhood,  but  I  do  not  know  from  whom.  He  rents 
stubbles  from  farmers  to  turn  his  cattle  in  the  same  as  all  the  rest 
of  the  cattle  men  around  the  Pleasanton,  Livermore,  San  Joaquin, 
and  Milpitas  country.  That  is  the  common  practice  of  the  cattle 
men  to  try  and  get  their  cattle  fat.  I  do  not  know  the  land  which 
Mr.  Apperson  rents. 

The  Patterson  ranch  is  over  in  that  country  where  I  buy  cattle, 
and  they  market  about  100  or  125  head,  which  they  graze  on  the 
Patterson  ranch  on  the  hills  south  of  Livermore.  They  market 
them  in  Alvarado  generally,  to  Hellwig,  and  also  to  the  Hayward  1407 
butchers.  The  butchers  buy  them  because  they  take  their  cattle 
down  in  the  valley  by  Niles  in  the  early  Spring,  and  put  them  on 
stubble  and  hold  them  until  the  Fall.  They  very  seldom  market 
cattle  directly  from  their  hill  ranges.  I  bought  cattle  from  them 
from  the  hill  ranges,  and  fed  them  for  Winter  cattle. 

The  Mulqueen  boys,  of  Midway,  and  Mr.  Ryan,  of  Corral  Hol- 
low, are  all  over  there  in  the  cattle  business.  Mr.  Ryan  grazes  his  cat- 
tle on  the  lands  in  Corral  Hollow,  and  on  the  Johnson  ranch  on  Pat- 
terson Pass.  He  keeps  a  butcher  shop  in  Livermore,  and  markets 
his  cattle  in  San  Francisco.  Mr.  Johnson  has  bought  his  cattle,  and 
I  have  bought  them  from  Mr.  Johnson.  In  certain  sections,  there 
are  a  number  of  stock  men  over  there  who  market  their  cattle  di- 
rectly from  those  hill  ranges.  The  Patterson  Pass  country  is  alto- 
gether a  different  section  from  further  south.  By  Patterson  Pass 
country,  I  mean  the  hills  east  of  Livermore,  and  that  is  grazing  land, 
and  grows  alfileria  and  clover.  That  is  not  in  the  Arroyo  Valle 
country.  The  feed  there  differs  very  materially  from  the  feed  in 
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1408  other  parts  of  those  hills.    On  one  side  of  these  Calaveras  lands  the 
grazing  lands  produce  alfileria  and  clover,  and  on  the  other  side 
of  them,  over  toward  the  Donnelly-Dunne  ranch,  they  produce  al- 
fileria and   clover,  but  on  these   particular  Calaveras  lands   very 
little  alfileria  or  clover  is  produced.     I  have  not  been  over  these 
lands  of  late.     It  is  between  two  and  three  years  ago  that  I  was 
over  them  in  the  Fall,  and  in  the  latter  part  of  April.    I  was  work- 
ing through  that  country  for  sheep  ranges— that  is,  through  that 
range  east  of  Calaveras  Valley.    I  was  not  looking  for  any  particular 
land,  but  was  simply  trying  to  find  a  suitable  range  to  put  3.000 
breeding  ewes  on.     I  didn't  find  anything  to  suit  me.     I  was  there 
again  in  the  Fall  of  last  year  in  November.    At  that  time  I  traveled 
over  that  section  of  country  south  of  Livermore  to  the  top  of  the 

1409  mountains.     I  could  not  tell  you  whether  I  traveled  over  any  of 
the  lands  owned  by  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,  because  I  don't 
know  where  the  lines  are.     I  doubt  very  much  if  those  high  hills 
southeast  of  Livermore  are  covered  with  clover  burrs  now.    This  land 
that  I  am  speaking  of  is  a  mile  to  a  mile  and  a  half  east  of  the 
Arroyo  Valle.  and  is  on  the  high  sloping  land,  right  from  the  creek 
up.     This  land  extends  pretty  well  to  the  edge  of  what  they  call 
the  foothills  of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley. 

When  I  speak  of  being  on  the  Morrow  place,  and  on  the  Donnelly- 
Dunne  place,  and  on  this  side  of  the  mountains,  I  have  been  speaking 

1410  of  land  on  this  side  of  the  Arroyo  Valle.     When  I  said  that  those 
lands  did  not  produce  alfileria  or  clover,  I  referred  to  the  lands  in 
the  high  mountains  on  the  other  side  of  the  Arroyo  Valle,  and  also 
on  this  side,  I  should  judge  pretty  well  to  the  edge  of  Calaveras 
Valley.     Within  the  past  five  years  I  have  been  from  the  edge  of 
Calaveras  Valley  to  the  edge  of  the  San  Joaquin  plains.    I  was  there 
last  in  November,  and  I  was  there  in  June,  when  I  went  to  the  Don- 
nelly-Dunne ranch.    I  have  been  in  Calaveras  less  than  ten  days  ago. 
I  went  there  with  Mr.  Callaghan,  Mr.  Able,  of  Milpitas,  and  Mr.  Stein- 

1411  hart.    We  rode  out  from  San  Jose  in  an  automobile,  and  after  we  ar- 
rived in  Calaveras,  we  walked  down  through  the  prune  orchard  in 
Calaveras  Valley.    We  also  came  down  the  creek  to  Sunol,  and  went  up 
on  the  Mt.  Hamilton  road.    The  night  before  going  to  Calaveras,  we 
stayed  in  San  Jose,  and  went  from  there  out  on  the  Mt.  Hamilton  road 
for,  I  should  judge,  20  or  25  miles.     We  went  as  far  as  Hall's 
Valley  and  Smith's  Creek.    I  did  not  know  what  I  was  going  there 
for.     We  came  back,  and  then  went  to  Calaveras,   and  stayed  a 
couple  of  hours  on  the  floor  of  the  valley  and  on  the  pasture  ranges 

1412  too.     We  were  on  both  sides  of  the  valley,  and  got  there  in  an 
automobile,  but  afterwards  got  out  of  the  automobile  and  walked 
a  distance.     We  were  in  the  valley  about  two  hours,  and  during 
that  time  spent  a  good  deal  of  time  on  the  floor  of  the  valley  going 
through  the  prune  orchard.     We  went  up  on  the  hills  on  the  east 
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side  by  walking  the  distance  from  the  automobile,  which  stopped  in 
the  creek  flowing  from  the  dam  down  towards  Sunol.  I  could  not 
designate  the  point  by  name  from  which  we  went  up  on  the  hills 
on  the  east  side  of  the  valley,  but  I  should  judge  it  was  half  a  mile 
from  the  dam.  I  could  not  tell  you  how  long  it  took  us  after  we 
left  the  floor  of  the  valley  to  go  up  on  the  range  on  the  east  side,  1413 
but  my  purpose  was  to  view  the  quality  of  the  feed,  and  the  looks 
of  the  country.  I  found  clover  burrs  in  the  creek,  but  not  on  the 
hills.  I  know  that  there  are  not  any  there.  On  the  west  side  of 
the  valley  we  simply  rode  across  the  ridge  into  the  valley,  and 
this  is  the  extent  of  my  examination  of  the  range  land  on  that  day. 
Prior  to  this  I  was  there  in  June,  four  years  ago,  when  I  went  on 
the  trip  to  the  Gilroy  ranch,  and  I  had  not  been  in  that  particular 
spot  up  to  ten  days  ago,  until  June  four  years  ago.  On  that  trip 
four  years  ago,  I  started  from  Livermore,  and  that  was  the  time  that 
I  went  to  the  Morrow  ranch.  I  did  not  say  anything  about  seeing  1414 
Calaveras  Valley  at  that  time,  and  to  call  the  exact  date  to  my 
memory,  as  near  as  I  can  judge,  it  was  five  years  ago  that  I  was  in 
Calaveras  Valley.  I  went  to  see  Frank  Hubbard,  who  was  in  Hall's 
Valley,  and  in  going  there  I  passed  through  Calaveras  Valley.  At 
that  time  I  started  from  Pleasanton,  and  went  through  the  Cala- 
veras Valley  because  it  is  a  good  deal  shorter  cut.  It  would  not 
have  been  an  easier  route  to  have  gone  to  Mission  San  Jose,  nor  a 
better  road  when  on  horseback.  After  I  left  Calaveras  Valley  on  1415 
that  trip,  I  went  back  home  to  Pleasanton.  On  my  way  to  Mr.  Hub- 
bard's  and  Hall's  Valley,  I  went  direct  from  Calaveras  Valley  over 
the  ridge  on  the  west  of  the  valley.  I  got  through  the  fences  by 
taking  the  lane  which  is  a  little  above  the  dam,  or  was  at  that 
time.  There  is  a  lane  right  in  the  valley  today,  and  you  can  get 
through  there  without  breaking  fences  down.  That  is  the  way 
I  got  in  at  that  time.  I  could  not  tell  you  how  long  I  was  in  pass- 
ing through  Calaveras  Valley.  I  rode  along  on  an  ordinary  horse 
at  an  ordinary  walk,  but  did  not  follow  the  road  all  the  time,  but 
followed  trails  and  roads.  I  didn't  notice  any  cattle  in  the  valley 
at  that  time.  I  saw  some  cattle  in  Hall's  Valley,  and  a  few  scat- 
tering cattle  in  the  brush.  I  have  been  in  Calaveras  Valley  fifty  1416 
times  in  my  life,  but  I  cannot  tell  you  the  dates.  I  was  upon  the 
hills  about  Calaveras  Valley  less  than  four  years  ago,  and  when  I 
was  looking  for  a  sheep  range.  I  did  not  go  through  Caljaveras 
Valley  when  looking  for  the  sheep  range,  but  I  was  within  four  or 
five  miles  of  it,  in  an  air  line,  on  the  ridge  from  Livermore  up  to 
that  country.  Mr.  Hubbard  has  a  mountain  range,  except  that  piece 
of  land  he  has  in  Hall's  Valley,  which  is,  I  should  judge,  about  160 
acres.  He  has  fairly  good  cattle.  1417 

I  did  not  know  that  I  was  to  become  a  witness  in  this  case 
until  the  last  five  or  six  days,  when  I  was  told  by  Mr.  Steinhart  that 
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he  wanted  me  here  in  San  Francisco.  I  didn't  know  that  I  was  to 
be  a  witness.  When  I  went  to  Calaveras  ten  days  ago,  I  did  not 
know  that  I  was  to  be  called  as  a  witness. 

I  bought  land  in  San  Joaquin  Valley  15  years  ago,  and  disposed 
of  it  three  years  ago,  on  the  4th  of  last  June.  I  do  not  own  any 
land  now.  The  piece  in  the  San  Joaquin,  and  the  piece  I  owned 
next  to  the  Chabot  land,  is  all  that  I  have  owned.  I  have  bought 

1418  and  sold  land  as  an  agent  for  Mr.  Gerlack  in  1890  and  1891.     I 
bought  lands  in  different  parts  of  Nevada,  and  in  the  San  Joaquin 
Valley  for  them.    I  have  never  bought  or  sold  any  land  in  Pleasanton 
for  anyone  else,  and  have  never  sold  any  land  in  Pleasanton  for 
myself,  except  this  one  piece,  which  I  had  next  to  the  Chabot  piece. 
I  farmed  my  own  place  there  for  several  years,  1888  and  previous 
thereto.    Mr.  Hart  became  bankrupt  on  the  Chabot  place,  and  left 
the  country.    Mr.  Arendt  and  Mr.  Shadburn  were  his  backers,  and 
they  helped  him  put  in  the  crop,  and  took  a  lien  on  his  place  in 
Stockton,  and  finally  took  the  place  from  him.    I  know  that  because 
I  was  there  to  see  the  place  for  Mr.  Gerlack  in  1890.     I  do  not  know 
whether  Mr.  Hart  made  a  success  of  it  at  Stockton  or  not,  and  do  not 
know  whether  his  losses  were  incurred  on  the  Stockton  place.     I 
base  my  statement  that  he  became  a  bankrupt  on  the  Chabot  place 
on  the  fact  that  those  Pleasanton  people  took  his  holdings  away 
from  him  in  San  Joaquin  County.     The  Chabot  place,  within  my 
recollection,  has  never  produced  but  three  paying  crops.    A  paying 

1419  crop  is  a  crop  that  will  pay  expenses  and  interest  on  the  money 
invested  I  suppose  on  the  land,  and  that  is  what  I  meant  when  I 
said  there  were  only  three  good  crops  produced  on  that  land.     In 
those  years  it  produced  from   12  to  13  sacks  of  wheat,   and  that 
was  in  Mr.  Whidden's  farming  it.    For  the  other  two  years,  when  it 
produced  good  crops,  they  consisted  of  barley  and  hay.    Mr.  Whid- 
den  had  the  hay  crop,  and  Mr.  Abijah  Baker  the  barley  crop.     I 
lived  right  there  beside  it,  and  I  know  it  did  not  produce  good  crops 
in  other  years.    The  Chabot  land  in  general  has  never  produced  but 

1420  three  good  crops.    There  have  been  so  many  men  who  have  farmed 
that  land  that  I  could  not  tell  you  who  was  farming  it  for  the  five 
or  six  years  prior  to  its  sale  by  Mrs.  Bothin  to  the  Spring  Valley 
Water  Co.    Mr.  Camp  and  Mr.  Rasmussen  both  farmed  it,  and  there 
were  several  Portuguese  men  who  had  it  on  shares.     I  could  not 
tell  you  the  difference  between  the  elevation  of  that  land  and  of 
my  land  that  adjoined  it.    There  is  a  portion  of  mine  on  the  same 
level  that  laid  outside  the  canal;  what  was  on  the  west  side  is 
higher.     That  is  the  way  the  water  runs.     I  do  not  regard  this  as 
poor  land,  ($100  an  acre  land).    $100  an  acre  was  my  casual  valua- 
tion of  it,  for  if  you  take  and  drain  it,  I  suppose  you  can  raise  a 
little  crop  on  it.     It  won't  raise  alfalfa  because  the  ground  cracks 
down  to  a  depth  of  three  inches.     The  heat  of  the  sun,  and  adobe 
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and  alkali  mixed  causes  it  to  crack.  It  is  good  grain  land  at  cer-  1421 
tain  seasons  of  the  year,  but  it  will  not  produce  alfalfa  because  the 
land  swells  when  it  is  wet,  and  shrinks  when  it  is  dry.  It  would 
produce  very  poor  crops  if  it  were  drained.  It  will  produce  good 
crops  of  cockle  burrs  and  whenz.  I  don't  think  it  takes  good  land 
to  produce  cockle  burrs  and  whenz.  It  produces  a  poor  quality  of 
hay  for  pasture,  and  weeds  that  sheep  will  eat — they  will  eat  almost 
any  kind  of  a  weed.  We  rent  that  kind  of  land  for  10  or  15  cents 
per  head  per  month.  It  seems  to  me  it  would  take  considerable  1422 
expense  to  drain  it  and  keep  it,  because  it  is  a  kind  of  a  low  basin. 
There  is  a  canal  running  alongside  of  my  land,  but  there  are  twenty 
acres  of  my  land  lying  outside  next  to  the  Chabot  land,  and  that  is 
about  the  same  as  the  Chabot  land,  and  I  could  never  get  any  use  out 
of  it  to  speak  of.  I  do  not  know  that  the  Chabot  land  could  be 
easily  drained,  because  it  is  so  low  and  level  that  there  is  hardly 
any  fall  to  it.  $100  an  acre  is  my  estimate.  It  may  not  be  worth 
$100  an  acre  at  all,  but  that  is  my  estimate.  A  man  who  paid  $100 
an  acre  for  it,  I  think,  would  be  put  to  his  wits'  end  to  do  anything 
with  it.  That  is  my  valuation  of  the  land,  but  I  suppose  you  could 
turn  it  into  a  city  block  or  something  of  the  kind  and  get  that  for  it. 
I  had  no  purpose  in  particular  in  putting  that  valuation  on  it,  1423 
and  nobody  suggested  that  valuation  to  me.  I  never  heard  of  $100 
an  acre  mentioned  until  I  took  the  stand  this  morning.  To  the  best 
of  my  recollection,  I  didn't  know  that  I  was  going  to  testify  until 
I  came  here  this  morning,  and  if  I  made  the  remark  that  I  was 
going  to  place  a  valuation  of  $100  an  acre  on  that  land,  it  was  only 
casually  made.  I  did  not  compare  views  with  anybody  with  refer-  1424 
ence  the  value  of  that  land.  I  paid  no  attention  to  what  Mr.  Calla- 
ghan  said  it  was  worth,  because  I  didn't  know  Mr.  Callaghan's  pur- 
pose, and  I  don't  remember  that  Mr.  Callaghan  suggested  to  me  what 
he  thought  the  land  was  worth,  nor  that  anybody  else  made  the 
suggestion  to  me.  When  I  made  the  trip  to  Calaveras  about  ten 
days  ago,  I  was  asked  in  regard  to  my  judgment  of  a  stock  range. 
I  didn't  know  whether  these  parties  wanted  to  rent  or  buy  land, 
or  for  what  purpose  they  wanted  my  ideas.  When  I  went  upon  the 
land  ten  days  ago,  I  don't  consider  that  I  went  upon  any  portion 
of  the  stock  range,  unless  whatever  stock  range  was  on  the  east 
side  of  the  road  going  up  to  the  valley  from  Milpitas.  I  suppose  it  1425 
was  ten  or  twelve  days  ago  since  I  saw  Mr.  Callaghan,  and  I  had 
not  seen  him  before  that.  I  came  here  this  morning  at  the  request 
of  Mr.  Callaghan,  who  told  me  he  would  pay  my  expenses;  that  is 
all  I  know.  I  didn't  know  in  whose  interests  I  was  coming  here 
when  I  came. 

The  hill  lands  I  do  not  know.     I  could  not  tell  you  any  section.       1426 
I  could  not  tell  you  any  section  through  which  you  pass  on  these 
trips  which  I  made  to  Calaveras  Valley,  and  out  of  Calaveras  Valley. 
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When  I  say  that  two-thirds  of  that  country  is  $2.25  land,  I 
referred  to  that  country  east  of  the  Calaveras  Valley,  and  beginning 
at  the  very  edge  of  the  valley,  and  going  east  through  the  mountains 
to  the  San  Joaquin  Valley.  I  don't  know  of  any  sales  at  all  in  that 
locality  at  $2.25  an  acre.  I  mean  by  the  value  of  land  on  what  it 
will  produce  and  what  it  will  pay  interest  on,  and  I  would  not 
consider  that  two-thirds  of  that  land  would  pay  interest  on  $2.25 

1427  an  acre.    I  figure  interest  at  six  percent.    I  cannot  say  what  six  per- 
cent on  $2.25  would  be.    I  base  the  value  of  this  land  at  $2.25  on 
taking  15  acres  of  it  to  keep  one  steer,  and  15  acres  at  $2.25  an 
acre,  would  be  $33.75.    The  value  of  a  calf  is  from  $22  to  $22.50  at 
present  prices  as  a  yearling.    You  raise  that  calf  to  be  a  three-year- 

1428  old  steer,  and  the  outside  price  he  would  bring  then  would  be  prob- 
ably $65.     The  difference  between  $22  and  $65  would  be  $43.  but 
this  is  not  a  profit  of  $43.    You  have  three  years  use  of  that  land, 
and  you  have  three  years'  interest  to  pay  on  that  land  to  start  in 
with.     The  steer  would  increase  in  value  during  those  two  years, 
$43,  and  the  other  elements  that  would  go  to  make  it  worth  $43.  ex- 
cept the  pasturage,  would  be  the  upkeep  of  the  land,  the  herder,  his 

1429  board  and  wages,  the  taxes  on  the  land,  etc.    My  idea  of  the  profit 
is  $43  on  a  steer  at  the  end  of  two  years.     You  know  how  it  runs 
now,  and  what  I  base  my  value  of  the  land  on. 

The  Corral  Hollow  land  was  sold  last  week  for  $6  an  acre,  and 
I  consider  it  far  ahead  of  the  Spring  Valley  land.  I  could  not  tell 
you  what  its  elevation  is,  but  it  is  not  in  the  snow  line,  and  is  ten 
miles  from  Livermore.  I  could  not  say  how  high  it  is  compared  with 
the  Calaveras  lands.  The  Patterson  Pass,  I  should  judge,  is  about 
1000  feet  over  sea  level. 

I  have  known  of  the  Callahan  ranch,  which  lies  in  Corral  Hol- 
low, that  was  bought  by  Patrick  Connolly,  of  Livermore,  for  $9.50 

1430  an  acre  three  years  ago.     I  do  not  know  of  any  sales  at  $2.25  an 
acre,  but  I  formed  my  opinion  of  that  value  on  the  interest  that  the 
land  would  produce.     I  have  not  heard  of  a  sale  of  lands  in  those 
mountains  at  $2.25  an  acre,  unless  it  was  government  land.    I  have 
heard  of  a  sale  for  $5  an  acre.    Pat  Connolly  bought  several  quarter 
sections  from  men  around  in  the  Corral  Hollow  country  for  $5  an 
acre.    I  have  never  heard  of  a  ranch  that  was  large  enough  to  main- 
tain a  herd  of  cattle  being  sold  for  $5  an  acre  in  that  neighborhood. 
There  are  4000  acres  in  Corral  Hollow  ranch  that  was  sold  last  week 
for  $6  an  acre,  and  I  consider  it  far  ahead  of  Spring  Valley  land 
around  Calaveras  Valley.    To  my  recollection  there  has  not  been  any 

1431  sheep  ranged  within  five  miles  of  the  east  line  of  the  Calaveras  Val- 
ley inside  of  12  or  14  years,  and  when  I  say  that  I  have  grazed  sheep 
over  these  lands  along  in  1868  or  1869,  I  mean  within  five  miles  of 
the  east  line  of  Calaveras  Valley.     I  don't  know  who  owned  it  at 
that  time,  as  there  was  no  question  about  ownership  in  those  days. 
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I  do  not  think  that  I  was  any  nearer  than  four  or  five  miles  to  Cala- 
veras  at  the  time  that  I  bought  those  cattle  from  Charley  Beverson, 
Johnny  Rogey,  and  from  Hubbard.  I  have  never  bought  any  nor 
tried  to  buy  any  cattle  from  Carson  or  Cassell.  I  knew  Ike  Cassell, 
who  was  a  cattle  man  in  those  hills,  but  as  to  whether  he  was  suc- 
cessful or  not,  I  could  not  tell  you.  I  never  saw  any  of  his  cattle.  I 
have  killed  Beverson  cattle  myself,  and  have  bought  cattle  from  him  1432 
three  times.  They  were  only  what  I  would  call  fair  cattle,  not  good 
cattle.  There  are  no  extremely  prime  cattle  gotten  anywhere  out 
of  that  locality  for  butchering  purposes.  They  won't  weigh  within 
150  Ibs.  of  the  cattle  from  the  San  Joaquin  sections.  They  look  to 
the  eye  very  near  as  good  cattle,  but  they  won't  dress  up.  I  have 
done  hard  work  trying  to  buy  cattle  anywhere,  and  a  man  who  is 
out  buying  cattle,  and  is  paid  $200  a  month,  is  expected  to  do  some- 
thing for  his  salary. 

I  could  not  tell  you  exactly  how  much  of  the  Chabot  land  is 
alkali,  but  it  is  formed  of  sand,  adobe  and  alkali  that  drifted  from 
those  foothills  east  of  there,  from  the  Dougherty  and  Harland 
ranches,  and  through  that  country,  and  that  settled  in  that  low 
basin.  I  can't  give  you  any  impression  as  to  how  much  of  it  is  1433 
alkali. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  OLNEY. 

In  making  my  trip  from  Livermore  down  to  the  St.  Louis  ranch, 
I  started  out  from  Livermore  and  went  down  through  the  Mocho 
country,  and  Crane  Eidge,  and  followed  right  down  south  to  the 
lower  part  of  Hall's  Valley,  and  from  there  to  Smith  Valley,  and 
down  to  Soap  Lake,  before  you  start  into  the  mountains  at  Bell  Sta- 
tion, and  then  through  part  of  the  Donnelly-Dunne  ranch,  and 
finally  over  the  ridge  to  the  St.  Louis  ranch.  I  crossed  the  Arroyo  1434 
Valle  a  few  miles  outside  of  Livermore  on  the  Patterson  ranch,  which 
is  to  the  west  of  the  Arroyo  Valle.  The  Mocho  country  is  to  the 
east.  I  passed  through  the  range  of  hills  at  the  head  of  the  Arroyo 
Mocho,  the  Arroyo  Valle  and  the  Alameda.  On  this  trip  I  went 
down  through  the  Calaveras  Valley  and  Hall's  Valley.  The  lands 
that  I  value  at  $2.50  an  acre  is  the  steep  gulch  land  and  the  high 
land  covered  with  brush  and  rocks.  When  I  testified  that  two- 
thirds  of  the  Spring  Valley  land  was  of  that  character,  I  had  refer- 
ence to  all  the  land  in  that  neighborhood  that  I  passed  over.  I  did  1435 
not  know  whether  two-thirds  of  the  Spring  Valley  land  was  made  of 
that  character  of  land  or  not,  but  was  simply  testifying  to  the  gen- 
eral character  of  those  hills  that  lie  between  the  Calaveras  and  the 
Arroyo  Valle.  I  have  placed  a  value  of  $2.25  or  $2.50  to  $10  an 
acre  on  this  grazing  land,  and  have  been  on  the  hill  lands  which 
lie  along  the  east  side  of  the  Calaveras.  I  have  been  over  them  fifty 
or  a  hundred  times  herding  sheep.  1436 
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Referring  to  the  hill  lands  on  the  east  side  of  the  Calaveras, 
where  you  pass  from  the  floor  of  the  valley  right  into  the  hills;  I 
have  never  seen  any  of  that  land  farmed  except  a  little  spot  for  a 
little  stack  of  hay  for  saddle  horses,  probably  ten  or  fifteen  acres 
around  a  camp. 

Referring  to  the  land  that  is  close  to  the  valley,  I  put  a  valua- 
tion of  $10  an  acre  on  any  of  the  steep  parts.  Those  are  the  lands 
that  I  valued  at  from  $2.50  to  $10  an  acre.  The  land  that  is  not 
steep  and  rocky  I  valued  at  $10  an  acre,  and  I  valued  steeper  at 
$2.25  an  acre.  I  would  value  the  lands  that  lie  right  against  the 
valley  at  $10  an  acre ;  any  hill  land  that  is  broken,  more  or  less,  with 
gulches  and  ravines,  you  cannot  style  farming  land.  I  do  not  con- 
sider it  farming  land  if  you  can  farm  20  acres  in  a  40  acre  piece. 

1437  The  valuation  of  $2.50  an  acre,  and  of  $10  an  acre  is  on  the  lands — 
mountainous  country — which  lie  between  the  Arroyo  Valle  and  Cal- 
averas. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 

When  I  say  that  fifteen  acres  of  this  land  will  maintain  a  bul- 
lock for  a  year,  I  mean  fifteen  acres  of  the  general  hill  laud  outside 
of  the  Calaveras  Valley. 

RE-DIRECT  EXAMINATION   BY   MR.   STEINHART. 

When  I  refer  to  this  land  as  $10  and  $2.25  land,  I  am  referring 
to  the  land  east  of  the  floor  of  Calaveras  Valley. 

1438  RE-CROSS  EXAMINATION   BY   MR.   MCCUTCHEN. 

I  mean  beginning  from  the  level  land  on  the  floor  of  the  valley, 
and  going  easterly,  all  of  the  land  is  worth  not  to  exceed  $10  an  acre, 
and  to  the  top  of  that  high  mountain  and  ridge  there  is  not  any 
land  worth  more  than  $10  an  acre. 

RE-CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  OLXEY. 

This  land  that  I  am  speaking  about  would  go  clear  over  to 
the  Arroyo  Mocho ;  for  that  matter,  it  goes  clear  to  the  edge  of  the 
San  Joaquin  Valley. 


Rasmussen         Witness:    PETER  RASMUSSEN,  for  Defendant. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

I  live  in  Dublin,  and  have  lived  there  for  about  44  years.     I 

1439       lived  on  the  Chabot  place,  and  farmed  it  for  11  years.     I  know  the 

Head-Hewlitt  piece,  and  also  the  land  to  the  east  of  that,  the  Ala- 

meda  Sugar  Co.,  land.     Some  of  the  Chabot  land  is  good  land,  and 

some  of  it  I  consider  not  anything  extra.     In  a  wet  season  we  can- 
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not  raise  anything  on  it,  but  in  a  medium  season  it  is  pretty  fair,  and 
some  of  it  will  raise  good  crops,  and  some  of  it  not  so  good.  In  a 
dry  year  we  don't  raise  anything  hardly,  as  in  a  dry  year  part  of 
it  dries  out,  and  in  1898,  a  dry  year,  I  was  driven  out.  In  a  wet 
year  it  drowns  out. 

I  am  familiar  with  land  values  in  Pleasanton,  and  would  con- 
sider the  Chabot  land  worth — the  1200  acres — in  the  neighborhood  of 
$100  per  acre.  The  Alameda  Sugar  Co.,  lands  to  the  east  is  hardly 
as  good  as  the  Chabot  land. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN.  ^440 

I  don't  know  how  much  good  land  is  on  the  Chabot  place,  but 
you  can  pick  out  a  couple  of  hundred  acres  that  is  good  land,  and 
the  balance  is  more  or  less  alkali  and  adobe.  My  lease  called  for 
1185  acres,  but  I  think  there  are  a  few  acres  more.  Adobe  is  good 
land  if  you  can  get  at  it  right,  but  it  is  hard  to  handle.  I  am  not 
familiar  with  the  land  about  Alviso  and  Mountain  View,  and  do 
not  know  whether  they  are  adobe  or  not,  nor  the  prices  for  which 
those  lands  sell.  The  adobe  land  is  drained  to  some  extent  now,  but 
in  the  wet  season  you  cannot  drain  it,  because  it  has  to  take  the 
water  from  Mt.  Diablo,  and  the  Livermore  Mountains,  all  of  which 
has  to  gather  in  through  there.  I  don't  think  you  would  get  a  1441 
canal  large  enough  to  take  all  that  water,  as  it  comes  from  probably 
10,000  streams.  Miss  Chabot  had  a  canal  dug  through  there  while 
I  was  farming  it,  but  that  did  not  improve  the  portion  that  I  was 
farming  very  much.  I  had  a  five-year  lease  when  I  started  in,  and 
then,  I  think,  we  had  it  only  from  year  to  year  after  the  first  lease 
expired.  I  planted  it  for  the  eleven  years,  and  cropped  it  mostly 
to  barley,  with  some  wheat.  There  were  some  years  when  we  had 
about  three  or  four  feet  of  water  on  top  of  it  so  that  we  could  not 
plant  barley.  We  had  water  on  about  1175  acres,  and  there  was  1442 
only  about  five  or  ten  acres  right  around  the  house  where  it  did 
not  overflow.  This  was  in  different  years,  and  1890  was  one  year. 
I  do  not  know  whether  the  Alviso  or  Mountain  View  country  over- 
flows. 

In  valuing  this  land  at  $100  an  acre,  I  consider  it  for  farming 
purposes.  Part  of  the  soil  is  good,  but  it  all  depends  on  the  season. 
It  is  more  alkali  than  anything  else  that  prevents  a  good  crop,  and 
in  a  wet  year  the  land  cannot  raise  a  crop.  We  continued  to  crop  it  1443 
for  eleven  years,  as  we  always  lived  in  hopes  that  we  would  get  a 
dry  year  and  a  crop.  If  we  did  not  have  extreme  moisture,  we  ex- 
pected to  get  a  good  crop  on  the  land,  and  out  of  the  eleven  years 
I  had  three  good  crops. 
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Witness:    DANIEL  H.  FALLON,  for  Defendant. 

RECALLED  FOR   CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.   MCCUTCHEN. 

1444 

If  the  Chabot  land  is  anything,  it  is  half  way  between  good  and 
bad.  I  do  not  consider  medium  land  as  very  bad,  and  at  the  same  time, 
I  do  not  consider  it  is  very  good.  Under  very  favorable  conditions 

1445  it  might  produce  a  medium  crop.     The  Chabot  land  is  pretty  much 
the  same  character.    I  see  it  pretty  near  every  day  in  the  week,  as  I 
have  a  band  of  sheep  out  in  that  vicinity.    There  is  no  other  crop  that 
I  know  of,  outside  of  wrhat  little  hay  crop  there  was  on  it  which  is 
harvested,  except  a  little  strip  of  alfalfa.    There  is  about  a  quarter  of 
a  stand  on  the  ground,  and  it  is  drying  out  every  day.    I  would  con- 
sider it  very  poor  alfalfa.    I  have  seen  it  there  on  and  off  for  the  last 
couple  of  years,  and  it  did  not  amount  to  much  last  year.    Before  the 
alfalfa  was  planted,  that  land  was  used  for  trying  to  raise  beets  on  a 
portion  of  it,  and  a  kind  of  volunteer  crop  of  hay.    Some  times  a  little 
barley  has  been  sowed  on  it.    The  lessee  of  the  land  after  Mr.  Kas- 
mussen,  I  think  was  Mr.  Camp,  but  I  do  not  know  exactly.    I  could 

1446  not  tell  you  who  succeeded  him. 

I  do  not  know  whether  the  Alameda  Sugar  Co.,  was  ever  the  lessee 
of  that  land,  but  I  have  seen  them  trying  to  put  it  into  beets.  I  have 
never  seen  any  crop,  and  I  was  there  in  the  fall  in  the  cropping  sea- 
son. The  Alameda  Sugar  Co.,  did  not  get  a  good  crop  of  beets  from 
that  land  during  this  last  year.  As  near  as  I  can  remember,  a  couple 
or  three  years  they  tried  to  crop  it  to  beets,  but  on  how  much  of  the 
land  I  do  not  know.  They  tried  beets  the  second  year  after  having 
failed  to  get  a  crop  the  first  year,  and  as  near  as  I  can  recollect,  they 

1447  tried  it  the  third  year-.    They  did  not  get  a  full  crop  of  beets  any  of 
the  years,  and  by  full  crop  I  mean  beets  all  over  the  land  that  was  put 
in  for  beets. 

A  fair  crop  of  beets  is  from  8  to  15  tons  to  the  acre,  but  they  did 
not  get  that.  I  saw  the  beets  harvested,  and  fed  part  of  the  beets  to 
my  sheep,  as  they  did  not  think  it  worth  while  to  harvest  them.  I  do 
not  remember  exactly  what  year  that  was,  the  time  before  the  last 
season,  that  the  Spring  Valley  Co.,  had  that  land.  The  sugar  company 
did  not  plant  the  entire  tract  to  beets,  and  I  don 't  think  they  ever  had 
at  any  time  over  one-quarter  of  the  place  planted  to  beets.  They 

1448  planted  nothing  on  the  remainder  of  the  place;  it  simply  had  weeds 
and  stood  idle,  as  it  was  flooded,  and  they  could  not  get  at  it.    They 
tried  beets  on  about  a  quarter  of  the  land,  but  did  not,  to  my  knowl- 
edge, crop  the  remainder  of  the  land  to  any  other  crop.     I  generally 
go  in  there  with  my  sheep  in  August  or  September,  and  stay  about  six 
weeks  to  two  months,  and  then  go  back  to  the  mountain  range,  where 
I  stay  until  the  following  spring.     They  could  not  have  planted  that 

1449  land  to  annual  crops,  and  harvested  their  crops  before  I  took  my  sheep 
back  there  in  August,  because  you  can't  plant  an  annual  crop  and 

408 


SPRING  VALLEY  WATER  CO.  VS.  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

harvest  it  before  August  over  there.  You  can  plant  hay  on  it,  but  you 
can't  put  another  crop  on  it.  I  wish  to  be  understood  as  saying  that 
the  Sugar  Company  might  have  planted  the  remainder  of  that  land  in 
other  crops,  and  I  not  know  it. 

RE-CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  OLNEY. 

There  are  no  beets  on  the  Chabot  land  to  my  knowledge.  There 
may  be  on  some  parts  of  it,  as  I  do  not  know  its  outside  boundaries 
exactly.  On  the  west  side  of  it,  laying  toward  the  canal,  there  aren't 
any ;  there  is  a  piece  in  alfalfa,  and  that  is  the  only  crop  that  I  know 
of  that  is  on  the  ground  now. 

(Counsel  for  Defendant  objects  to  two  cross  examining  one  wit- 
ness, and  the  objection  is  sustained.) 

RE-CROSS  EXAMINATION   BY   MR.    MCCUTCHEN. 

Twenty  acres  of  my  land  were  like  the  Chabot  land,  poor  land.       1450 
I  have  known  the  Borges  land  for  fifty  years.    The  twenty  acres  of  my 
land  which  was  poor,  lies  with  reference  to  the  Chabot  land,  on  the 
east  side  of  the  canal  adjoining  the  Chabot  land,  and  there  is  a  canal 
between  my  land  and  the  Borges  land.    The  Borges  land  includes  the       1451 
20  acres  of  poor  land.    The  Borges  piece  consisted  of  47  acres,  of  which 
20  acres  are  poor  land.     There  is  a  junction  of  creeks  on  the  Borges 
property,  and  20  acres  of  the  property  is  east  of  those  creeks.     The 
land  on  the  east  is  the  bad  land,  and  that  is  the  20  acres.    I  heard  that       1452 
the  Borges  property  has  been  sold  within  the  past  two  or  three  years, 
but  I  do  not  know  anything  about  the  price.     The  20  acres  of  poor 
land  is  identical  with  the  Chabot  land  in  character,  and  the  26  acres 
is  far  better,  because  I  raised  250  sacks  of  potatoes  to  the  acre  myself 
for  three  consecutive  years  on  that.  1453 

It  is  the  presence  of  the  canal  there  that  causes  one  part  of  the 
land  to  be  alkali,  and  the  other  part  to  be  free  from  alkali.  Under- 
neath that  soil  in  the  first  place  was  the  black  adobe,  on  the  outside, 
and  on  the  other  side  of  the  canal  there  was  a  little  dividing  creek  for 
years  and  years.  My  folks  bought  that  land  in  1849,  and  that  creek 
is  entirely  obliterated,  and  this  canal  was  put  in,  which  kept  the  wash 
from  the  west  side  of  the  valley  from  going  in  through  that  way.  The 
26  acres  of  bare  land  of  the  Borges  property  that  is  not  impregnated 
with  alkali,  I  consider  to  have  a  value  of  about  $250  an  acre  at  the 
present  time. 

Eef  erring  to  this  Chabot  land,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  Sugar  Com- 
pany ran  a  dredge  up  through  that  country  and  cleaned  up  the  canal, 
making  it  deeper  than  it  used  to  be.  Originally  it  was  only  a  mere 
creek.  I  could  not  tell  you  the  width  exactly,  but  in  my  judgment  it  1454 
was  between  30  and  40  feet  wide.  The  effect  of  the  canal  is  to  draw 
the  water  off  in  a  short  time,  that  is,  all  that  can  get  in  the  canal,  but 
what  gets  outside  of  it  stands  in  there  until  it  evaporates. 
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Mr.  Baker  did  some  work  in  there  before  the  Sugar  Company.  I 
do  not  know  of  any  work  having  been  done  by  Mrs.  Chabot  or  Mrs. 
Bothin.  I  should  judge  the  main  canal  was  about  a  mile  and  a  half 
long,  but  taking  the  laterals  and  everything  else,  I  could  not  give  you 

1455  any  estimate  of  the  number  of  miles  of  canal.     The  direction  of  this 
canal,  which  runs  to  the  Lilienthal  property,  is  very  near  north  and 
south.     I  do  not  know  of  any  other  canal  running  north  and  south 
through  that  land,  except  alongside  the  county  road  where  there  is  an 
opening.    There-  are  no  canals  running  east  and  west  to  my  knowledge. 
There  are  no  other  canals  on  the  property  than  those  I  have  described ; 
there  are  levees,  which  is  simply  a  pile  of  dirt  piled  up  in  the  field 
with  very  little  excavation  on  either  side.    I  consider  a  canal  to  be  dug 
out  from  the  center  and  piled  both  ways.  '  The  levees  have  only  one 

1456  bank.    There  are  not  sufficient  canals  on  the  property  to  drain  it  prop- 
erly in  my  estimation.     I  could  not  say  that  there  was  any  acreage 
under  water  all  year  last  year,  but  I  consider  there  was  400  acres  of 
it  in  the  south  corner  next  the  Lilienthal  property  under  water  last 
season.    That  land  was  not  planted  last  season  to  my  knowledge,  and 
by  that  I  mean,  if  there  was  any  crop,  I  did  not  see  it,  although  I  was 
there  in  September  and  fed  my  sheep  on  a  portion  of  it.    I  was  not 
there  in  the  planting  season,  and  so  far  as  I  know  it  may  have  been 

1457  planted  last  year,  but  I  could  not  say  what  it  was  planted  to.    I  do  not 
know  how  much  of  the  land  was  under  water  year  before  last  so  that 
it  could  not  be  planted.    I  don 't  know  anything  about  the  year  before 
that.    When  I  say  that  the  owner  of  the  land  has  not  been  able  to  plant 
it,  on  account  of  the  fact  that  it  was  flooded,  I  mean  that  he  could  not 
work  it,  but  I  do  not  know  anything  about  the  years  in  which  he  could 
not  work  it.    Three  years  ago  there  was  a  big  portion  of  that  land  not 
touched  with  a  plow.    That  was  in  1912  or  1913.    The  south  corner  of 
it  during  the  planting  season,  was  so  covered  with  water  that  it  could 

1458  not  be  planted,  and  to  the  best  of  my  judgment,  I  consider  that  there 
were  fifty  acres  so  covered  in  that  lower  corner.    I  do  not  know  what 
other  part  of  the  land  was  covered  so  that  it  could  not  be  planted. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

They  might  have  planted  it,  but  it  came  up  as  grass.  The  grain 
crop  did  not  grow,  and  they  cut  it  as  a  wild  hay  crop. 

RE-CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.   MCCUTCHEN. 

To  the  best  of  my  judgment  there  was  between  fifty  and  one  hun- 
dred acres  in  the  lower  corner,  but  what  there  was  on  the  other  side, 
I  could  not  tell  you.  All  along  this  side  of  the  road  the  land  was  so 
wet  they  could  not  plow  it.  I  don't  know  how  much  land  there  was 
in  that  piece.  I  mean  the  west  side  of  that  land  where  the  county 

1459  road  runs  through.    The  county  road  runs  along  here,  but  the  second 
canal  runs  along  there,  and  the  land  there  adjoins  the  second  canal ; 
that  is  on  the  west  edge  of  this  land  as  I  understand  it.    I  mean  part 
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of  the  land  on  the  west  side  of  the  county  road  was  so  wet  that  it 
could  not  be  plowed,  that  is,  on  the  side  next  the  canal.  The  canal 
runs  through  the  Chabot  property  from  a  half  to  three-quarters  of  a 
mile  in  places  from  the  county  road.  It  is  the  land  on  the  east  side  of 
the  canal,  and  directly  along  it;  the  road  is  still  further  east  and  the 
canal  is  west.  I  mean  the  land  along  the  westerly  part  from  the  road, 
between  the  road  and  the  canal,  but  not  the  entire  piece.  With  the 
exception  of  those  two  portions,  I  do  not  know  what  other  portions  of 
the  land  could  not  be  plowed  that  year,  I  know  that  there  was  very 
little  of  it  plowed,  because  I  passed  there,  and  saw  the  teams  in  the 
field,  miring  down,  and  I  can  show  you  the  land  where  it  was  turned 
up  the  year  before,  with  the  ridges  of  the  furrows  standing  there  yet.  1460 
I  believe  that  was  three  years  ago,  and  the  plowing  was  being  done  by 
several  farmers  that  rented  on  shares,  I  suppose. 

There  was  a  portion  of  the  land  east  of  the  county  road  that  was 
plowed  at  that  time,  and  a  portion  was  run  to  volunteer.  There  isn't 
so  much  alkali  spots  in  this  land  to  the  east  of  the  road,  and  there  are 
some  spots  of  good,  black  land  on  the  Hewlitt  place.  I  know  there  is 
good  land  there  from  traveling  over  it  these  last  fifty  years,  and  seeing 
the  crops  that  were  raised  on  it.  I  have  seen  some  good  crops  in  spots 
which  might  have  been  as  much  as  50  acres  apiece,  and  there  were 
more  than  one  of  them.  I  won't  say  whether  there  were  more  than  1461 
two,  and  don't  know  whether  there  were  as  many  as  three,  or  whether 
they  would  average  about  50  acres  in  area  apiece.  My  opinion  is  that 
that  is  fair  land,  and  the  distinction  that  I  draw  between  fair  land 
and  poor  land  is  that  it  is  not  first-class,  nor  it  is  not  the  poorest  land. 
Fair  land  is  medium  land,  half  way  between  good  and  poor  land. 
There  have  been  various  crops  grown  on  these  good  pieces.  Sometimes 
beets,  sometimes  wheat,  sometimes  barley.  I  could  not  tell  you  how 
many  beets  these  good  patches  produced  to  the  acre.  The  wheat  crops 
— I  did  not  see  it  threshed  and  sacked — was  about  a  ten  to  fifteen  sack 
crop  in  earlier  years,  but  the  last  ten  years  there  has  not  been  a  crop 
of  wheat  raised  on  that  that  would  average  ten  sacks.  Those  good  1452 
spots  produced  possibly  15  to  16  sacks  of  barley  to  the  acre,  but  I 
know  nothing  about  it,  only  an  estimate.  I  never  saw  the  grain 
threshed. 

Describing  generally  the  difference  between  the  topography  of  the 
ground  east  of  the  road  and  west  of  the  road:  There  are  some  good 
spots  of  land  in  among  it,  and  there  are  some  very  poor  spots  of  al- 
kali on  the  east  side,  which  grows  nothing  but  weeds.  On  the  west 
side  there  is  a  mixture  of  alkali  that  was  drifted  there  by  flood,  but 
there  is  no  particular  spots.  There  is  a  levee  on  the  ground  that 
drives  it  toward  the  Lilienthal  canal,  and  prevents  it  from  getting  to 
the  east  of  the  road.  The  land  west  of  the  county  road  is  not  all  alkali, 
but  is  a  mixture  of  alkali,  adobe  and  sand. 

The  witness  was  here  referred  to  a  map,  upon  which  he  was  asked 
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1464  to  indicate  the  line  of  the  canal  to  the  west  of  which  his  land  lies.  In 
doing  this  he  indicated  a  creek,  which  he  stated  was  made  into  a  canal. 
A  large  part  of  the  Chabot  property  is  to  the  west  of  that  creek, 
and  south  of  the  Fallon  tract.  There  is  no  land  in  the  Chabot  tract 
to  the  east  of  the  canal  that  is  good  land.  The  land  that  lies  to  the 
west  of  the  canal  is  overflowed,  but  it  may  be  good  land  if  it  was  prop- 
erly drained.  The  creek  empties  into  this  land  further  down  than  my 
tract,  which  explains  why  that  land  overflows  and  my  land  is  free. 
There  was  a  house  and  barn,  some  orchard  and  a  five-board  fence, 
worth  in  the  neighborhood  of  $2000,  on  the  Borges  property  at  the 
time  it  was  sold  within  a  couple  of  years. 

RE-DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.    STEINHART. 

1467  The  improvements  on  the  Borges  property  consisted  of  a  barn  and 

house,  orchard,  and  five-board  fence,  worth  in  the  neighborhood  of 
$2000,  and  that  included  the  cost  of  putting  the  trees  on  there. 

Even  though  I  was  not  present  at  the  time  of  the  planting  on  the 
Chabot  land,  I  could  tell  when  I  went  on  the  land  what  had  been 
grown  there,  and  my  answers  cover  that  situation.  "When  I  said  that 
I  did  not  know  what  was  planted,  I  did  not  mean  the  grain  or  the  seed 
that  they  put  in — I  could  not  distinguish  what  the  seed  was,  what  they 
might  try  to  put  in. 


>nnolly  Witness:    PATRICK  CONNOLLY,  for  Defendant. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

I  reside  in  Livermore,  and  have  made  my  home  there  since  1874, 
and  have  been  in  that  country  since  1873.  My  business  is  general 
stock  raising  or  farm  work.  I  own  some  land  in  the  vicinity  of  Liver- 

14gg  more,  and  some  in  the  vicinity  of  Corral  Hollow.  I  own  probably 
5000  or  6000  acres,  and  I  rent  land  in  San  Joaquin  County.  In  Liver- 
more  I  own  in  one  place  30  acres,  in  another  143  acres,  and  at  Alta- 
mont  about  960  acres.  The  Corral  Hollow  land  I  use  for  sheep  gen- 
erally. I  have  run  stock,  and  my  boy  runs  cattle.  I  am  familiar  with 
the  value  of  grazing  or  cattle  lands,  and  have  rented  lands  in  Alameda 
County,  south  of  Livermore,  through  those  hills,  for  the  last  forty 
years,  and  I  know  the  country  pretty  well,  ever  since  the  early  days. 
I  was  in  the  Calaveras  Valley  and  the  hills  to  the  east  two  years  ago 

1469  ^as*  March.  I  was  in  there  yesterday.  The  first  time  I  went  in  by  the 
road  as  far  up  as  to  where  I  could  look  down,  about  where  the  dam 
was,  where  the  Spring  Valley  wanted  to  rent  some  land;  I  looked  at 
it  from  the  Oak  Ridge  road,  and  I  could  tell  from  the  road  just  what 
those  lands  were  just  as  well  as  from  walking  over  them.  We  went 
up  from  Sunol  to  Alameda  Creek,  and  up  across  the  road  that  the 
water  company  built,  and  they  showed  me  both  sides  on  the  south,  and 

412 


SPRING  VALLEY  WATER  CO.  VS.  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OP  SAN  FRANCISCO 

particularly  on  the  north  side,  and  also  the  east  side,  and  I  looked  at 
those  lands,  and  I  saw  I  could  not  do  anything  on  them  with  sheep. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN.  1470 

I  did  not  go  down  into  the  valley,  or  upon  any  of  these  lands  at 
that  time.  The  company  said  that  that  was  all  they  had  to  rent,  and 
I  did  not  go  any  farther.  When  I  went  up  there  two  years  ago  last 
spring,  I  looked  down  in  the  valley,  and  they  said  that  was  all  they 
had.  They  had  nothing  beyond,  and  I  did  not  go  beyond,  but  turned 
and  came  back  to  Sunol.  Yesterday  I  was  there  probably  three  or 
four  hours.  We  went  all  over  the  valley,  and  over  the  hills,  and  clear 
over  to  the  other  end  of  the  valley,  and  looked  over  the  country.  We 
went  in  an  automobile  which  we  got  out  of  several  times.  We  did  not 
walk  very  far ;  we  walked  up  the  hills  just  to  look  at  the  land,  I  did 
not  go  all  over  the  grazing  lands,  but  I  went  on  several  pieces  a  little  1471 
ways.  I  went  to  the  valley  from  Sunol,  and  arrived  in  the  valley  at 
about  one  o  'clock,  I  should  judge.  We  went  from  Pleasanton  to  Sunol, 
and  then  up  to  the  valley,  having  left  Pleasanton  about  noon.  I  should 
judge  we  got  back  there  at  six  o'clock  or  after,  somewhere  between  six 
and  seven  o'clock.  We  left  Pleasanton  just  when  we  had  eaten  our 
lunch,  and  after  we  left  the  valley,  we  came  back  by  way  of  the  dam, 
and  not  by  way  of  Milpitas. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

I  have  been  in  the  stock  business  since  '75,  and  have  been  over 
these  lands,  and  have  always  tried  to  look  at  land  and  see  what  was      1472 
on  it  when  I  went  there,  either  for  renting  or  buying  it. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  Olney. 

When  I  say  "these  lands",  I  mean  grazing  land  all  over  that 
country,  clear  up  to  the  San  Joaquin. 

1473 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

I  have  been  on  some  of  the  grazing  land  to  the  east  of  Calaveras. 
We  went,  maybe,  a  quarter  of  a  mile.  I  have  been  on  neighboring 
lands  to  the  Calaveras.  I  have  been  to  the  south  and  to  the  east  of  the 
Alameda;  I  was  never  across  the  Alameda,  but  I  was  between  the 
Arroyo  Valle  and  the  Alameda,  on  the  other  side  of  the  Arroyo  Valle, 
and  the  Mocho,  and  all  through  to  the  Alameda.  I  never  pastured 
stock  across  the  Alameda,  on  the  other  side  towards  San  Jose,  but  on 
the  other  side  from  that  I  have  pastured  a  good  deal  through  that  part 
of  the  country,  but  not  through  that  country  there. 

(The  witness  was  withdrawn  by  Counsel  for  Defendant.) 
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Witness :    THOMAS  H.  MEANS,  for  Defendant. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHABT. 

1474  I  reside  in  Berkeley.    I  was  educated  in  the  District  of  Columbia, 
at  Columbia  University,  and  the  public  schools  of  Washington  City. 
My  particular  study  was  engineering,  and  agricultural  geology.  After 
I  left  the  university  I  spent  15  years  in  Government  service,  nine  of 
them  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  during  which  time  I  was  en- 
gaged in  soil  investigations  largely,  and  soil  surveys.     I  was  in  the 
reclamation  service  six  years,  which  branch  of  the  Government  service 
has  to  do  with  the  building  of  irrigation  works.    I  had  charge  of  the 
land  examination  of  all  of  the  projects  in  the  sixteen  western  states, 
and  for  four  and  one-half  years  I  had  charge  of  operation  and  main- 
tenance of  the  Truckee-Carson  projects,  in  Nevada;  since  that  time 
I  have  been  in  private  practice ;  the  last  five  and  one-half  years  I  have 
been  in  private  practice  in  San  Francisco.     I  still  have  an  appoint- 
ment in  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  and  occasionally  am  called 
for  in  special  work  in  the  land  examination,  or  irrigation  work.    My 
work  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  was  largely  in  the  determina- 
tion of  soil  values.    We  started,  while  I  was  in  the  department,  what 
are  called  the  soil  surveys,  in  which  we  classify  the  soils  of  a  region, 
and  indicate  the  classifications  on  the  map,  on  which  reports  on  the 
soil  values  are  published.    In  the  Reclamation  Service  I  have  the  same 
class  of  work,  excepting  that  here  we  were  directly  concerned  with 
the  value  of  this  soil,  both  before  and  after  it  was  irrigated.    In  other 

1475  words,  I  examined  an  irrigation  project,  and  determined  whether  or 
not  it  was  feasible  from  an  agricultural  standpoint.     The  value  of 
lands  was  the  basis  really  of  all  my  work.     By  that  I  mean,  the  de- 
termination of  whether  the  land  is  irrigable  or  not.     The  basis  of  it 
always  is  to  determine  its  value  after  irrigation  water  has  been  applied. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  mean  for  the  purpose  of  sale  by  the  Government.  The  Govern- 
ment did  not  sell  land ;  they  sell  a  water  right. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

The  land  that  was  being  irrigated  was  not  in  all  cases  Govern- 
ment land,  and  the  determination  was,  or  was  not  the  market  value 
at  which  land  might,  or  might  not  be  sold,  with  or  without  irrigation. 
I  also  familiarized  myself  with  the  possible  return  from  land,  and  also 
with  crop  conditions,  the  cost  of  crops,  etc. 

I  have  been  associated  in  private  practice  with  Leslie  W.  Sims  and 
A.  E.  Chandler.  Our  private  practice  we  call  agricultural  engineer- 

1476  ing-    Tnat  is>  it  takes  in  those  branches  of  engineering  which  are  con- 
nected with  agricultural  development,  and  our  practice  is  directly 
along  the  lines  of  the  determination  of  the  value  of  lands.    We  do  a 
good  deal  of  work  for  banks  and  bonding  houses  who  desire  to  lend 
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money  on  lands,  and  for  clients  who  intend  to  purchase  land.  My 
practice  has  made  it  necessary  for  me  to  familiarize  myself  with  soil 
conditions,  irrigation  conditions,  sub-irrigation  conditions,  and  vari- 
ous factors  involved  in  the  determination  of  market  values. 

My  present  appointment  with  the  Government  involves  the  valua- 
tion of  lands,  as  I  can  explain  best  by  a  recent  example.  I  was  re- 
cently called  to  Oregon  to  make  an  examination  of  a  project  which  the 
Government  contemplated  irrigating  at  some  future  time;  the  ques- 
tion as  to  whether  those  lands  were  sufficiently  fertile  to  stand  an 
irrigation  charge  was  a  question  which  I  had  to  test.  I  examined  the 
lands  and  made  a  report  as  to  what,  in  my  opinion,  they  would  be 
worth  when  they  were  irrigated.  I  have  studied  pasture  lands,  their 
value,  and  their  capacity  for  pasturing  purposes.  I  have  examined  a 
great  many  cattle  ranges  in  California,  I  presume  fifty  or  more,  and 
also  in  other  States.  The  purpose  of  my  examination  generally  was 
to  advise  the  clients  as  to  their  value,  and  the  price  that  clients  could  1477 
afford  to  pay  for  them.  I  examined  the  Calaveras  lands  owned  by  the 
Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,  at  your  request,  and  was  in  the  valley  three 
times. 

I  made  a  trip  from  San  Jose  through  Milpitas  over  the  shortest 
road  into  the  Calaveras  Valley.  I  traveled  up  and  down  the  ridge  be- 
tween Calaveras  and  the  San  Jose  country.  I  went  on  another  trip 
along  this  ridge,  and  clear  around  Mission  Peak ;  another  trip  I  went 
from  Calaveras  Valley  down  Alameda  Creek  to  Sunol  and  Pleasanton. 
I  went  from  Pleasanton  and  Sunol  up  Alameda  Creek  to  the  Mendoza 
place.  I  went  into  the  hill  lands  to  the  east  of  Calaveras,  along  Ala- 
meda Creek.  The  Mendoza  piece,  I  think,  is  on  Section  16,  Map  17, 
being  parcel  E-268.  I  examined  the  hill  land  to  the  east  of  the  Calav-  1473 
eras  Valley  from  various  points,  and  am  familiar  with  them  now. 
The  Calaveras  lands  are  fair  grazing  lands,  and  representative  of  a 
large  type  of  such  lands  in  California.  The  best  ordinary  use  of 
those  lands  would  be  grazing,  and  the  range  of  prices  for  such  lands 
would  be  from  nothing  up  to  $10  as  a  possible  maximum.  I  examined 
the  valley  lands  in  the  Calaveras  to  determine  the  sub-surface  irriga- 
tion possibilities,  and  found  no  indications  of  sub-surface  irrigation. 
I  examined  some  of  the  gullies  and  washes  which  were  cut  down  deep. 
I  had  with  me  a  soil  auger,  with  which  I  bored  into  the  soil  to  ex- 
amine it,  and  I  made  general  observations  of  the  character  of  growth, 
which  would  indicate  to  me  whether  or  not  the  valley  is  sub-irrigated. 
I  examined  the  creek  sides,  and  they  indicated  no  evidence  of  sub- 
irrigation  whatever,  no  more  than  the  average  California  valley  lands 
can  be  regarded  as  sub-irrigated.  I  found  no  indications  of  cinegas 
or  natural  water  spots,  and  at  your  request,  I  examined  it  for  that  1479 
purpose. 

I  am  familiar  with  the  prune  lands  in  Santa  Clara  in  the, neigh- 
borhood of  Coyote  and  north  and  south  of  it.    As  regards  soil,  the  land 
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in  the  Calaveras  and  Santa  Clara  are  somewhat  the  same  type ;  that  is, 
there  is  adobe  land  in  both  valleys.  As  regards  sub-irrigation,  they 
are  very  different.  The  lands  in  the  neighborhood  of  Coyote,  around 
Edenvale,  seem  to  be  much  better  sub-irrigated  than  those  of  Cala- 

1480  veras  Valley.    The  lands  in  Calaveras  Valley  are  much  less  valuable 
than  the  Coyote  lands  I  refer  to.    The  Coyote  lands  could  not  be  made 
the  basis  of  value  for  the  Calaveras  lands.    I  noted  the  character,  also, 
of  the  lands  other  than  the  lands  in  the  valley  in  Calaveras,  and  would 
roughly  classify  them  into  three  grades.    The  flat  bottom  valley  lands ; 
the  hill  farming  land;  the  grazing  land  which  predominates.     The 
grazing  land  varies  a  good  deal,  but  it  would  average  rather  poor. 

I  have  been  on  the  Llagas  ranch,  and  would  regard  it  as  superior 
as  grazing  land  than  the  Calaveras  land. 

1481  I  presume  I  have  examined  fifty  stock  ranches  in  California  and 
other  States,  and  in  doing  so  I  ascertained  their  carrying  capacity,  the 
character  of  the  land,  the  character  of  feed,  the  character  of  the  sea- 
sons— all  of  the  factors  which  would  affect  their  value  as  grazing  lands. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  have  never  raised  stock  myself,  but  I  have  a  student's  knowl- 
edge gained  from  talking  with  a  great  many  practical  men,  and  that 
talk  has  taken  place  on  the  ground,  so  that  it  has  given  me  an  oppor- 
tunity to  learn  what  the  carrying  capacity  of  various  types  of  land 
would  be. 

1482  DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

None  of  this  land  in  the  Calaveras  Valley  would  run  one  steer  to 
51/2  acres  for  a  season.  My  experience  has  been  that  there  is  very 
little  California  land  that  will  carry  as  much  as  a  steer  to  ten  acres 
per  season.  Land  of  the  type  of  Calaveras  I  should  say  would  re- 
quire around  15  acres  for  a  steer  for  the  season. 

I  have  examined  the  Sargent  ranch,  south  of  Monterey,  but  that 
did  not  run  anywhere  near  5y2  acres  for  one  steer. 

1483  I  have  been  over  the  San  Luis — Gonzaga  ranch,  which  is  also 
known  as  the  Dunne  ranch,  I  think,  and  that  does  not  run  anywhere 
near  5^  acres  to  one  steer. 

By  hill  farming  land,  I  mean  such  land  as  is  farmed  in  small 
patches  along  the  hills  and  slopes  surrounding  the  Calaveras  Valley, 
such  as  is  found  on  parts  of  the  Weller  place,  the  Santos  place,  and 
the  Brandt-Hansen  place.  There  was  not  any  large  quantity  of  this 
land,  and  it  is  what  I  would  call  fair  hill  farming  land,  valued  at  about 
$25  an  acre.  I  have  made  a  study  as  to  the  cost  of  producing  hay  on 
hill  land,  and  my  study  has  been  general  over  California.  I  have  had 
some  actual  personal  experience  in  raising  grain  hay,  which  has  given 
me  a  basis  to  judge  costs  under  certain  conditions  such  as  are  found 
around  Calaveras  Valley.  It  is  not  possible,  in  my  opinion,  that  hay 
could  be  raised  on  this  land  at  $4.50  a  ton.  It  is  not  possible  to  grow 
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hay  on  land  year  after  year,  disking  it  only,  and  not  harrowing  it.  1484 
That  might  work  for  a  year  or  two,  but  it  is  bad  farming,  and  results 
in  decreased  yields  and  a  poor  quality  of  hay.  The  bottom  valley  land 
in  Calaveras  are  good  mountain  valley  lands,  of  a  value  around  $100 
an  acre,  and  I  would  consider  that  a  maximum  figure.  I  took  notice 
of  the  lands  on  the  slope  towards  Santa  Clara  Valley,  and  also  noted 
the  Hansen  place,  where  I  stopped  for  lunch.  I  think  that  is  better 
in  most  ways  than  the  Calaveras  land.  It  seems  better  protected  from 
frost  and  weather  conditions.  It  is  closer  to  the  market  on  the  valley 
side  of  that  hill.  The  soil,  I  think,  is  perhaps  of  about  the  same  qual- 
ity as  the  Calaveras  land.  The  Calaveras  lands  are  not  particularly 
well  adapted  to  alfalfa  growing,  although  alfalfa  could  be  grown  on 
them  with  water.  Most  California  lands  will  produce  alfalfa  with 
water — most  good  land.  1485 

At  your  request,  I  examined  the  Spring  Valley  lands  in  Pleasan- 
ton,  and  found  there  are  some  very  excellent  lands  there  and  some 
very  poor  lands.  I  would  not  say  that  these  lands  have  any  peculiar 
value  for  alfalfa  land,  owing  to  sub-surface  irrigation,  because  I  found 
that  whenever  alfalfa  was  growing,  on  these  lands,  it  was  producing 
very  low  yields,  excepting  where  it  was  irrigated,  and  there  it  was 
producing  good  yields.  I  found  and  saw  a  great  many  places  where 
the  lands  were  being  irrigated,  and  I  was  present  at  the  time  of  irriga- 
tion. These  irrigated  places  were  bearing  very  much  better  crops 
than  the  other  places.  The  majority  of  the  Pleasanton  lands  I  regard 
as  fertile.  I486 

There  is  no  doubt  that  one  reason  for  the  irrigation  is  the  gophers, 
but  that  is  not  the  important  reason.  The  important  reason  is  to  in- 
crease the  production  of  alfalfa,  or  whatever  growth  they  might 
irrigate. 

I  examined  the  Chabot  lands,  and  found  the  character  of  it  gen- 
erally poor.  I  examined  the  Head-Hewlitt  piece,  parcel  No.  291,  and 
parcel  V-268  to  the  east  of  that,  and  parcel  U-268  to  the  south.  The 
Chabot  tract  is  generally  heavy  adobe,  containing  a  good  deal  of 
alkali.  I  went  over  those  lands  partly  on  foot,  and  partly  in  an  auto- 
mobile, and  took  samples  of  soil  with  an  auger,  looked  at  the  crop,  and 
made  some  analyses  of  the  soil,  and  found  large  quantities  of  alkali. 
I  found  nothing  growing  on  the  alkali  land  at  the  present  time  except 
weeds  and  alkaline  vegetation.  I  took  little  pictures  simply  as  notes.  1487 
On  the  lands  other  than  alkali  lands  I  found  a  tract  of  very  poor  al- 
falfa, and  some  hay  stubble,  but  I  could  not  get  a  clear  indication  of 
the  character  of  the  crop  from  the  stubble.  I  was  along  the  edge  of 
the  Borges  land,  and  they  are  much  superior,  in  my  opinion,  than  the 
Chabot  land,  due  largely  to  the  origin  of  the  soil  material  there. 

The  west  edge  of  the  Chabot  land  lies  in  about  the  trough  of  the 
valley;  the  lands  to  the  west  are  formed  largely  from  the  sediment 
that  came  down  from  the  hills  to  the  east.  It  seems  to  be  derived 
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mostly  from  material  brought  from  the  north  and  the  east — a  different 
class  of  material.  The  dividing  line  between  the  good  and  the  bad 
land  seems  to  be  very  sharp,  and  is  about  at  the  creek  which  runs 
along  the  west  boundary  of  the  Chabot  land.  The  character  of  the 
Head-Hewlitt  piece  I  found  to  be  very  much  the  same  type  as  the 
Chabot  land.  I  took  a  boring  in  it,  and  made  an  analysis  of  the  soil. 

Parcel  V-268,  Alameda  Sugar  Co.'s  land:  I  went  over  those 
lands,  but  did  not  take  any  samples  of  soil.  They  are  better  than  the 
Hewlitt  land.  The  land  increases  in  quality  as  you  go  east. 

Parcel  U-268,  Alameda  Sugar  Co.,  land:  These  are  generally  low, 
and  seem  to  be  overflowed.  I  am  told  by  the  people  who  live  around 
there  that  there  are  no  building  sites  in  there.  The  land  is  overflowed 
during  the  winter  periods.  Better  in  quality  than  the  Chabot  or  Hew- 
litt tract,  but  not  so  good  as  the  lands  further  south. 

1489  The  main  difference  between  the  sub-surface  irrigated  lands,  and 
the  irrigated  land  in  relation  to  alfalfa  growing,  is  the  cost  of  irrigat- 
ing.   Properly  sub-irrigated  land  is  a  little  cheaper  to  handle  because 
you  don't  have  to  apply  the  water  to  the  surface.    But  there  are  ob- 
jections to  sub-irrigated  land ;  gophers  are  generally  bad  in  land  that 
is  not  surface  irrigated;  there  is  a  tendency  for  alkali  to  rise  in  sub- 
irrigated  land;  frequently  the  depth  of  sub-irrigated  land  is  shallow 
on  account  of  the  high  water  plane  necessary  to  sub-irrigate  them.    I 
saw  no  indications  that  the  Pleasanton  lands  have  an  additional  value 
as  alfalfa  land  because  of  any  sub-surface  irrigation  condition. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  mean  no  indication  of  increased  value  due  to  sub-surface  irriga- 
tion, as  I  saw  no  evidence  of  it  there. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

Sub-surface  irrigation  land  is  not  rare  throughout  the  State. 
There  is  a  good  deal  of  it  in  California.  There  are  large  areas  of  it 
in  the  islands  around  the  mouths  of  the  San  Joaquin  and  Sacramento 
Rivers.  There  are  large  areas  of  it  in  the  irrigated  districts  of  Fresno, 
Merced  and  Stanislaus  Counties.  There  are  large  areas  of  sub-irri- 
gated land  in  Santa  Clara  County. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

Given  an  opportunity  in  porous  soil,  I  have  seen  alfalfa  roots  go 

1490  down  18  or  20  feet ;  sometimes  occasionally  deeper. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

I  saw  no  evidence  of  sub-surface  irrigation  in  Pleasanton  suf- 
ficient to  produce  any  increase  in  crops  over  thousands  of  acres  of 
valley  land  which  are  not  regarded  as  sub-irrigated.  When  I  speak 
of  sub-irrigated  land,  I  refer  to  land  which  is  able  to  produce  crops 
along  with  irrigated  land.  I  found  no  such  indications  in  the  Pleas- 
anton Valley.  To  explain  a  little  more  fully  what  I  mean  by  sub- 
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surface  irrigation :  I  have  examined  a  great  many  alfalfa  fields,  and 
find  where  irrigation  was  not  practiced,  it  would  get  a  good  crop  1491 
of  hay  the  first  cutting,  and  after  that  the  hay  would  grow  very 
slowly;  I  saw  some  fields  there  that  would  produce  only  two  cut- 
tings a  year;  that  is  not  sub-irrigated  land  in  my  understanding  of 
the  term.  The  water  planes  must  have  been  down  ten  or  fifteen  feet 
under  those  alfafa  fields,  such  a  depth  that  the  water  planes  would 
have  very  little  effect  upon  the  growth  of  the  crop. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

By  land  that  is  not  sub-irrigated,  I  do  not  mean  land  that  has 
no  water  plane  under  it  at  all.  There  is  a  water  plane  there,  but  it 
is  so  deep  that  it  has  very  little  effect  upon  the  crop  growth.  By  the 
term  "sub-irrigated  land",  I  refer  to  land  where  the  water  by  natu- 
ral capillary  attraction  rises  close  enough  to  the  surface  to  get  good 
crops,  or  a  continuous  growth  of  crops. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

The  natural  flooding  of  those  lands  would  tend  to  fill  up  the 
sub-soil  with  water,  and  would  thus  have  an  effect  on  the  sub-surface 
irrigation. 

The  soil  condition  in  the  Chabot  land,  in  addition  to  the  alkaline 
condition,  is  a  heavy  adobe.  The  sun  cracks  it.  In  my  government 
work  I  had  occasion  to  examine  lands  in  several  reservoirs  after-  1492 
wards  purchased  by  the  government,  and  I  examined  them  with  the 
idea  of  ascertaining  their  value.  I  am  familiar  with  prices  paid  by 
the  government  for  them,  and  I  think  the  government  would  be  in 
about  the  same  position  in  its  dealings  in  the  purchase  of  reservoir 
lands  as  a  private  individual  or  corporation.  I  don't  see  any  reason 
why  there  should  be  any  difference.  I  mean  that  in  the  purchase  of 
reservoir  land  the  government  is  not  in  any  position  to  get  better 
prices  or  terms  than  a  corporation  or  an  individual  would  be.  Our 
experience  was  that  we  paid  about  all  the  farmer  could  get  out  of 
the  sale,  which  I  think  is  generally  the  rule.  I  examined  reservoir 
lands  in  Wyoming,  South  Dakota,  California,  Nevada,  and  on  the 
Colorado  River  in  Arizona.  I  had  a  general  familiarity  with  a  num- 
ber of  other  purchases  of  reservoir  lands.  I  should  think  the  value  of  1493 
reservoir  lands  would  be  the  same  as  the  agricultural  value. 

I  have  had  experience  in  regards  to  the  Truckee-Carson  project 
in  Nevada;  at  the  Laguna  dam  in  Arizona  and  California,  and  on 
the  line;  the  Pathfinder  Reservoir  in  Wyoming;  the  Minidoka  Reser- 
voir in  Idaho.  I  recently  have  had  some  information  about  the  East 
Park  Reservoir  in  the  Orland  Project  in  California. 

The  Minidoka  Project  is  located  on  the  Snake  River  in  Southern 
Idaho,  and  the  class  of  land  was  fair  river  bottom  land,  although  in 
that  case  the  price  was  complicated  by  the  presence  of  placer  claims. 
The  exact  acreage  of  the  reservoir  site  I  do  not  know.  The  govern- 
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ment  bought  about  800  acres,  and  there  were  other  lands  owned  by 

1494  the  government  in  the  site.    The  average  price  was  $26.60  an  acre. 
I  estimate  its  value  about  $30  an  acre  for  agricultural  purposes,  and 
I  examined  that  land  myself. 

The  Truckee-Carson  Project  in  Nevada:  They  bought  there 
the  lands  of  the  La  Hontan  Reservoir,  consisting  of  a  little  over 
17,000  acres  of  desert  valley  land,  part  of  it  farmed,  part  of  it  in 
alfalfa,  and  for  which  was  paid  an  average  price  of  $2.60  per  acre. 
My  estimate  of  its  value  for  general  purposes  would  be  $3  an  acre. 
The  La  Hontan  Reservoir  is  a  storage  reservoir,  and  has  very  large 
areas  of  watershed  lands  tributary  to  it.  The  Minidoka  Project 
was  originally  a  diversion  dam  which  has  been  converted  into  a 
small  storage  dam.  They  now  store  some  water  in  the  reservoir 

1495  above  the  dam.    That  has  very  large  areas  of  watershed  tributary 
to  it.    I  know  that  the  land  owners,  in  what  I  may  say  every  case, 
knew  that  the  land  was  being  bought  for  reservoir  purposes. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  can  say  that  I  have  first-hand  knowledge  of  that,  and  not  hear- 
say, because  the  fact  that  these  lands  were  to  be  used  for  reservoir 
purposes  was  in  all  cases  widely  known. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

I  did  not  have  anything  to  do  with  the  individual  purchasing 
of  this. 

1496  (The  Master:  His  testimony  will  go  no  further  than  to  the  fact 
of  advertisement.) 

Questioned  by  Master. 
I  know  of  that  fact. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

I  do  in  one  case  know  of  knowledge  among  land  holders  as  to 
the  adaptability  of  these  lands  for  reservoir  purposes,  and  that  was 
in  the  case  of  the  La  Hontan  Reservoir,  which  project  I  was  in 
charge  of  shortly  after  the  purchase  was  made,  but  not  at  the  time 
-MO*-  the  purchase  was  made.  In  one  case  I  know  that  the  party  from 
whom  the  government  purchased  the  land  had  themselves  acquired 
it  for  reservoir  purposes. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

This  is  with  reference  to  the  La  Hontan  Reservoir  site  in  Nevada. 
I  was  in  charge  of  it  after  it  was  purchased,  and  I  had  charge  of 
the  land  examination  before  it  was  purchased. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

As  Project  Engineer  I  had  access  to  all  the  records,  and  I  know 
very  well  the  land.  The  owner  of  the  land  himself  told  me  that  he 
acquired  it  for  reservoir  purposes. 
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(Counsel  for  Defendant  here  stated  that  the  only  purpose  of  1498 
introducing  this  testimony  is  in  support  of  the  statement  of  the 
witness  that  in  his  mind  the  reservoir  site  has  no  additional  value 
beyond  the  market  value  of  the  land  for  other  purposes.  Counsel 
for  Plaintiff  stated  to  that  extent  he  thought  that  hearsay  testimony 
is  admissible.) 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

I  have  not  personally  examined  the  reservoir  lands  on  the  Or- 
land  Project,  but  I  am  familiar  with  that  region,  and  have  some 
information  about  them. 


TWENTY-FOURTH  HEARING.  AUGUST  16,  1915 

Witness :    THOMAS  H.  MEANS,  for  Defendant.  1499 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

The  market  value  of  the  land  for  general  purposes,  and  cost  of 
land  to  the  government,  was  approximately  the  same,  although  the 
sellers  in  this  reservoir  site  were  rather  reluctant  to  sell,  and  in  a 
few  cases  the  government  paid  approximately  not  to  exceed  25% 
in  excess  of  their  market  value  for  agricultural  purposes.  I  would 
regard  the  value  of  reservoir  lands  as  simply  the  sum  of  the  market  1500 
value  of  its  constituent  parts.  I  would  think  the  value  of  the  Cala- 
veras  lands  would  be  the  same  as  their  value  for  agricultural  pur- 
poses. 

In  regard  to  these  specific  reservoirs  that  I  have  testified  to,  they 
were  excellent  reservoir  sites  in  most  cases.  The  Minidoka  reser- 
voir has  approximately  a  capacity  of  50,000  acre  feet,  and  I  think 
there  are  about  3  1/3  acre  feet  in  a  million  gallons ;  that  would  be, 
say  160  million  gallons  capacity.  The  Truekee-Carson  reservoir  had 
a  capacity  of  290,000  acre  feet ;  that  would  be  approximately  960,000 
million  gallons  capacity.  I  am  not  sure  as  to  the  Orland  Project. 
There  may  be  somewhere  between  50,000  and  100,000  acre  feet  in  1501 
that.  I  think  in  all  cases  the  land  owner  knew  the  exact  purpose 
for  which  the  government  was  buying  this  land. 

Parcel  288,  Chabot  piece :  I  went  over  it  pretty  generally,  and 
was  down  in  the  extreme  south  corner  of  it.  I  went  up  along  the 
west  boundary,  and  was  up  and  down  the  road  which  runs  through 
the  middle  of  it.  I  crossed  the  property  in  an  east  and  west  direc- 
tion in  two  different  places,  and  went  along  the  Dublin  road  on  the 
north  boundary. 

Parcel  291,  Head-Hewlitt  piece;  very  little  difference  between 
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that  and  parcel  288 ;  much  the  same  type  of  land,  with  the  same  crop 
possibilities. 

Parcel  U-268  is  somewhat  of  an  improvement  on  parcel  291,  but 

1502  not  very  great.    The  land  improves  as  you  go  toward  the  east.    The 
extreme  eastern  edge  is  somewhat  better.    The  average  of  it  is  not 
very  much  better. 

The  Hansen  land,  lying  on  the  lower  slopes  of  the  foothills,  is 
in  what  is  generally  termed  in  California,  the  thermal  belt.  That  is 
a  characteristic  feature  of  the  climate  along  these  lower  foothills. 
Such  positions  seem  to  have  better  air  drainage,  a  little  less  frost 
danger  in  the  Spring  and  Fall,  a  little  warmer  usually  in  the  Sum- 
mer, which  increases  fruit  production  especially. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  should  think  the  same  condition  would  prevail  to  a  certain 
extent  at  the  same  elevation  on  the  other  side  of  the  ridge  in  the 
Calaveras  Valley,  except  for  this  point,  that  the  Calaveras  Valley  is 
a  small  enclosed  valley,  and  it  has  not  the  capacity  for  air  drainage, 
such  as  a  big  valley  like  the  Santa  Clara  Valley  has,  through  which 
the  wind  currents  sweep  more  generally. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

In  relation  to  the  thermal  belt,  the  Hansen  land  has  the  ad- 
vantage over  the  Calaveras  land. 

In  our  work  we  had  occasion  to  investigate  the  cost  of  produc- 
ing hay  on  such  land  as  hill  land  in  California,  over  a  good  many 

1503  different  parts  of  the  state.     I  have  managed  several  agricultural 
properties  in  California.     In  one  of  them  we  raised  grain  hay  for 
three  years ;  we  had  several  thousand  acres  in  one  year.    I  was  man- 
ager of  the  property. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 

There  is  a  difference  of  from  500  to  1000  feet  between  the  Hansen 
land,  the  Weller  land,  the  Santos  land,  and  the  Brandt  land.  I  think 
there  is  a  difference  of  1000  feet  between  the  Hansen  place  and  the 
Weller  place.  I  regard  the  Hansen  place  a  little  better  protected  so 
far  as  fogs  are  concerned,  and  closer  to  the  market  than  the  Weller 
place  by  a  mile  and  a  half  to  four  or  five  miles.  The  distance  from 

1504  market  is  a  very  important  consideration  in  determining  the  value  of 
property.     In  the  matter  of  time  I  would  say  that  the  difference 
would  not  exceed  an  hour  between  the  Weller  place  and  the  Hansen 

1505  place  from  market.    The  third  point  I  brought  out  was  the  question 
of  elevation,  which  would  make  a  difference  in  the  question  of  rain- 
fall and  the  question  of  Winter  temperature  between  these  two 
pieces.     There  would  be  an  increased  rainfall  on  account  of  an  in- 

1506  creased  elevation.    That  might  be  a  detriment  in  that  country,  but 
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I  do  not  assume  that  it  is  a  detriment.  They  do  not  have  too  much 
rainfall  in  that  country  as  a  usual  thing  to  produce  crops,  and  I  do 
not  know  that  the  land  which  has  the  heaviest  rainfall  in  that  part 
of  Santa  Clara  Valley  is  the  most  valuable  land.  I  know  that  it  is 
not.  As  a  general  rule  the  lower  slopes  of  the  mountains  have  a  small 
rainfall,  and  the  tops  of  the  mountains  have  the  greatest  rainfall.  I 
do  not  know  whether  there  is  any  greater  rainfall  at  the  Hansen 
place  than  at  the  Weller  place,  but  I  assume  that  that  makes  a  differ- 
ence in  value,  because  as  a  general  rule  there  is  a  difference  in  rain-  1507 
fall  due  to  elevation.  It  is  not  likely  that  there  is  no  difference  in 
rainfall  in  the  two  places,  and  I  assume,  for  the  purpose  of  reaching 
a  -conclusion,  that  there  is  a  difference  in  the  rainfall,  and  attach  a 
value  to  that  in  determining  the  values  of  the  two  properties.  There 
are  no  rainfall  measurements  by  which  I  can  define  it  in  percentage. 
I  would  not  attempt  to  give  a  figure  in  percentage  of  the  difference 
in  value  of  the  two  properties  on  account  of  the  frost  conditions.  I 
would  expect,  and  have  every  reason  to  be  sure  that  it  is  true,  that 
it  is  colder  on  the  Weller  place  than  it  is  at  the  Hansen  place.  It  is 
probably  a  little  colder  at  the  Braudt-Hansen  place  than  it  is  on  the 
Hansen  place.  I  cannot  describe  from  memory  the  topographical  1508 
conditions  on  the  Brandt-Hansen  property,  as  I  have  only  been  in 
this  country  a  few  times.  The  Brandt-Hansen  place  lies,  as  I  remem- 
ber it ;  it  runs  up  to  the  top  of  the  ridge,  about  where  you  would  go 
over  the  ridge  going  to  the  Calaveras  Valley,  and  slopes  toward 
Calaveras  Valley,  and  I  would  say  is  a  mile  or  a  mile  and  a  half  by 
the  road  from  the  Hansen  place.  It  must  be  nearly  500  feet  at  the 
highest  point  different  in  elevation  from  the  Hansen  place.  I  made 
no  measurements  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  difference  in 
elevation,  but  I  had  a  topographic  map  with  me.  You  can't  tell  any- 
thing by  taking  the  average  difference  between  the  two  places  about  1509 
what  the  difference  would  be  in  a  rough  country  like  that.  I  have 
been  in  there  twice.  I  went  in  about  two  weeks  ago  with  Mr.  Stein- 
hart,  Mr.  Searls  and  another  gentleman.  We  started  from  San 
Jose,  arriving  in  the  valley  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  morning,  which  we 
left  probably  at  three  or  four  o'clock  in  the  afternoon. 

Questioned  by  Master.  15JQ 

We  went  up  the  road  from  Milpitas,  and  passed  the  Hansen 

place,  and  along  the  road  which  runs  to  the  south  from  the  Hansen 

place,  upon  the  ridge  over  the  divide  into  the  Calaveras  side,  and 

down  that  ridge  I  would  say  two  or  three  miles.    Then  we  came  back. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 

I  suppose  we  were  on  that  part  of  the  trip  an  hour,  and  we  got 
out  of  the  automobile  and  went  on  the  company's  property  several 
times,  then  we  came  back  to  the  Calaveras  road,  and  over  to  the 
San  Jose  side,  and  went  over  the  divide  on,  I  suppose,  the  shortest 
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road  to  Calaveras,  and  down  into  the  Calaveras  Valley.  We  arrived 
there,  I  suppose,  at  one  o'clock  and  had  lunch  at  Hansen's  place.  I 
walked  across  the  valley  in  two  places,  and  we  walked  up  to  the 

1511  edge  of  the  hills  in  one  or  two  places.     I  walked  clear  across  the 
valley  at  the  south  prune  orchard,  and  also  at  the  north  prune  or- 
chard.   I  started  to  the  prune  orchard  on  a  road  that  runs  through 
a  hay  field  which  was  almost  straight  west  from  the  prune  orchard. 
This  was  in  going  to  the  prune  orchard  where  I  walked  the  entire 
width  of  the  valley.    In  going  to  the  second  prune  orchard,  I  started 
from  a  point  almost  directly  west  of  the  orchard.     Those  trips,  in- 
cluding the  shorter  trips  we  made  consumed  three  hours.     I  also 
walked  through  a  corn  field.     I  went  down  in  some  of  the  gullies 
where  the  soil  is  exposed.    I  went  back  to  the  slopes  of  the  hill  on 
the  west  side  in  one  place,  almost  west  of  the  north  prune  orchard, 
and  I  looked  at  the  country,  and  noticed  particularly  that  little 

1512  stream  which  comes  down  from  the  hills.     I  was  down  there  less 
than  an  hour  looking  around.    On  the  west  side  of  the  valley  there 
was  the  remnants  of  an  old  orchard  that  I  went  up  to  see,  which  was 
opposite  the  other  prune  orchard.    I  did  not  find  any  prune  orchards 
in  the  south  end  of  the  valley,  nor  did  I  look  for  any.    If  I  were  mak- 
ing a  detail  appraisal,  I  think  it  would  have  been  worth  my  while  to 
have  ascertained  whether  there  are  any  old  orchards  in  the  southern 
end  of  the  valley,  but  I  am  not  making  a  detail  appraisal.    I  have 
attempted  to  make  no  valuation  of  any  individual  piece  of  property 

1513  there.     Referring  to  a  photograph  shown  him  by  counsel,  the  wit- 
ness stated  that  he  did  not  see  the  orchard  shown  thereon,  and  had 
no  idea  where  it  is. 

I  do  not  remember  any  old  vineyards  on  the  sidehills  to  the 
south  of  the  valley,  but  that  would  not  have  had  any  bearing  upon 
the  valuation  which  I  placed  upon  the  property,  even  if  I  had  found 
a  vineyard.  If  I  had  found  an  orchard  growing  upon  the  side  of 
the  hill  at  an  elevation  almost  comparable  to  that  of  that  Brandt- 
Hansen  land,  it  would  not  have  influenced  me  in  determining  the 
value  of  that  land,  and  it  would  not  have  changed  my  value  of  $25 
an  acre,  unless  there  had  been  large  acreage.  The  Brandt-Hansen 
land  will  grow  fruit  of  a  poor  quality,  I  think. 

I  have  had  the  management  of  orchards  in  Santa  Clara  Valley 
for  the  Hind  Estate  Co.  That  is  an  orchard  made  up  largely  of 

1514  prunes,  which  I  had  charge  of  two  years  ago.     There  is  no  sub- 
irrigated  land  in  that  vicinity.    It  is  too  high  up.    The  sub-irrigated 
lands  have  advantages  over  lands  that  must  be  artificially  irrigated, 
where  the  cost  of  handling  water  would  be  great  otherwise.     The 
advantage  of  sub-irrigated  land  is  largely  in  the  decreased  cost  of 
handling  it.    In  the  case  of  very  porous,  sandy  land,  sub-irrigation 
is  very  desirable. 

This  prune  orchard  of  the  Hind  Estate  Co.,  is  located  about  a 
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mile  southeast  of  Cupertino,  and  we  had  the  direct  management  of 
the  property  for  about  a  year.  Mr.  Hind  had  bought  this  orchard, 
and  as  he  didn't  know  anything  about  the  handling  of  prunes,  asked 
us  to  take  charge  of  the  management  of  it.  I  had  handled  prunes  1515 
before  that  at  Los  Molinos,  in  the  Sacramento  Valley.  I  was  man- 
ager of  the  Los  Molinos  Co.,  which  was  a  land  selling  scheme,  and  we 
had  a  90  acre  orchard,  of  which  about  15  or  20  acres  were  in  prunes. 
In  a  measure  I  was  promoting  the  sale  of  it,  but  we  do  very  little 
toward  making  reports  for  people  who  are  promoting  the  sale  of  real 
estate.  I  did  some  of  the  engineering  work  in  connection  with  the 
Solano  Irrigated  Farms,  and  made  a  report  on  that  land.  The  prices 
varied  there  from  $50  an  acre  up  to  $400  an  acre.  I  can't  remember 
having  put  a  price  of  $100  an  acre  on  the  low  alkali  land  there,  but  I  1516 
have  the  report  in  the  office.  At  the  time  I  made  my  report  there 
were  farms  in  there  given  over  to  sheep  raising.  Some  of  it  was 
plowed  and  cropped.  Some  of  it  was  salt  marsh  land,  and  there  was 
undrained  land  there.  I  never  saw  Professor  Hilgard's  report  that 
it  was  all  water-soaked.  The  Solano  Irrigated  Farms  Project  was 
located  in  Solano  County  and  doesn't  touch  the  railroad,  except  pos- 
sibly at  Elmira.  The  percentage  of  it  that  was  overflowed  I  could  1517 
not  give  to  you,  but  there  was  a  large  percentage  of  it  that  over- 
flowed at  extreme  high  water.  There  was  not  very  much  real  hard 
pan — so  impenetrable  that  roots  will  not  grow  through  it — in  that 
country.  I  dug  up  the  roots  of  alfalfa  just  east  of  the  ridge  of  hills 
which  runs  through  that  country  to  determine  this  fact.  I  think 
there  were  about  five  acres  of  alfalfa  which  was  located  about  six  or 
eight  miles  east  of  Suisun,  and  also  some  alfalfa  toward  Rio  Vista  I 
think,  but  I  do  not  know  for  sure.  There  was  some  small  orchards 
here  and  there — two  or  three  around  the  old  town  of  Denverton,  and 
along  the  Denverton  road  between  Suisun  and  Denverton,  and  there 
were  orchards  around  nearly  every  one  of  the  old  ranch  houses.  1518 
Those  ranches  were  abandoned  largely  on  account  of  the  difficulty 
of  farming  that  land  without  any  water.  It  was  very  much  like  the 
Chabot  land  in  character,  and  part  of  it  was  poorly  drained  in  the 
Spring.  My  valuation  of  the  land  varied  from  $50  an  acre  up.  I  did 
not  sign  a  report  upon  which  I  placed  the  minimum  valuation  at 
$100  an  acre.  I  did  sign  a  report  in  which  I  said  the  company  has 
60,000  acres  of  fertile  land,  and  is  now  engaged  in  developing  these 
lands  for  sale  in  small  tracts.  This  included  the  1200  acres  of  salt 
marsh,  and  also  included  the  land  which  I  say  is  similar  to  the 
Chabot  land.  There  was  probably  6000  acres  of  that.  I  do  not  know  1519 
how  that  report  was  used,  or  whether  it  was  used  for  advertising  the 
property  for  sale.  I  never  saw  my  name  connected  with  advertise- 
ments in  the  San  Francisco  newspapers.  My  report  was  made  for 
the  men  who  were  to  finance  the  property,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of 
selling  it  in  retail.  I  was  not  making  a  report  to  advise  the  people 
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who  were  buying  the  property  with  reference  to  the  price  they  could 

1520  afford  to  pay  for  it,  except  in  one  case.    In  my  report  I  told  them 
what  they  could  get  for  it  when  they  wanted  to  sell  it,  and  I  think 
that  $100  an  acre  was  the  minimum  sale  value,  but  I  did  not  say  that 
the  land  was  worth  that  much.    When  I  stated  that  that  land  could 
be  sold  for  $100  an  acre,  I  did  not  think  that  my  report  would  be 
shown  to  contemplated  purchasers,  nor  did  I  think  that  it  would  be 

1521  kept  a  secret.    I  agree  with  you  that  that  transaction  actually  stunk 
in  the  nostrils  of  the  people  of  San  Francisco  and  California.    I  did 
not  know  that  my  report  was  being  used  to  induce  the  public  to  buy 
land  at  the  prices  that  I  had  put  upon  it.     I  think  I  stated  in  my 

1522  report  "the  climate  on  the  property  is  excellent  for  farming,  as  all 
classes  of  crops  raised  in  California  can  be  grown;  the  farmer  has 
the  choice  of  many  industries;  they  grow  alfalfa  or  beans,  or  raise 
oranges,  cherries  or  truck".    Cherries  and  oranges  can  be  grown,  I 
think,  in  the  Elmira  country;  a  good  deal  of  the  country  in  the 
neighborhood  of  Suisun  is  adapted  to  cherries,  and  oranges  may 
have  been  grown  in  the  door  yards.     I  would  not  recommend  that 
country  as  a  commercial  orange  district,  and  I  did  not  so  recommend 
it  in  my  report.    You  will  find  that  later  I  went  into  more  detail, 
and  that  oranges  were  not  recommended  at  all  as  a  commercial  crop. 
The  deeper  portion  of  the  land  was  recommended  as  alfalfa  land, 
but  I  don't  remember  whether  my  report  so  stated.    The  poorest  of 

1523  that  lan(l  is  not  better  than  the  best  of  the  Calaveras  land.     They 
are  hardly  comparable.    The  Calaveras  land  is  good  land,  and  about 
75%  of  the  area  which  was  controlled  by  the  company  at  Solano  is 
pretty  good  land.    The  Calaveras  land  is  good  land,  and  the  maxi- 
mum value  as  to  the  valley  lands,  I  would  say  is  $100  an  acre.    I  do 
not  know  any  valley  land  in  Santa  Clara  County  on  which  fruit  can 
be  grown  that  you  can  buy  for  $100  an  acre.    I  do  not  know  whether 
it  is  colder  or  warmer  in  Calaveras  than  on  the  Suisun  lands.    I  had 
thermometer  records  from  the  weather  bureau  when  I  made  my 
Suisun  report,  but  I  have  no  record  of  Calaveras. 

Prune  trees  have  developed  in  Calaveras  because  the  land  will 
grow  prunes  if  it  is  handled  right.  I  saw  some  very  fair  prunes 

1524  there.    I  would  expect  fair  crops  there.    As  raw  land,  I  would  say 
that  that  prune  land  is  only  worth  $100  an  acre,  but  I  am  not  suffic- 
iently familiar  with  the  selling  value  in  Santa  Clara  County  to  tell 
you  of  any  land  anywhere  else  in  that  county  on  which  prunes  can 
be  grown,  valued  at  $100  an  acre.    I  am  not  familiar  at  all  with  sell- 
ing values  in  Santa  Clara  County. 

I  have  had  experience  in  making  sales  of  grazing  lands  in  Te- 
hama  County,  but  have  had  no  experience  in  Santa  Clara  County.  I 
know  the  Santa  Clara  Valley  generally,  but  not  in  detail.  I  suppose 
I  have  been  to  Edenvale  a  half  a  dozen  times.  When  I  went  on  the 
trip  for  Mr.  Steinhart,  I  simply  rode  through  the  country  with  Mr. 
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Searls  and  Mr.  Hatch  of  San  Jose.  If  Mr.  Searls  noticed  any  1525 
indication  of  sub-irrigation  about  that  country,  he  didn't  mention 
it  to  me.  I  found  a  thrifty  growth  of  crops,  trees,  and  a  thrifty 
growth  of  weeds,  all  of  which  indicates  fairly  close  sub-surface  irri- 
gation or  moisture.  I  found  a  more  thrifty  condition  of  growth  and 
plant  crops  generally  than  I  did  in  Calaveras.  I  refer  to  fruit  crops 
generally.  The  superior  tillage  about  Edenvale  had  some  effect  upon 
the  appearance  of  the  crop.  I  do  not  remember  any  of  the  species 
of  weeds  there,  but  the  natural  vegetation  there  generally  looked  1526 
thrifty.  There  are  some  weeds,  such  as  the  Turkey  mullen,  vinegar 
weed,  and  common  grasses  that  look  thrifty  without  sub-surface 
irrigation.  The  grass  that  I  saw  there  that  indicated  sub-surface 
irrigation  is  the  sour  clover.  I  have  never  seen  a  plant  called  hoar- 
hound.  I  do  not  know  whether  milk  weed  will  grow  at  this  time  of 
the  year  unless  the  land  is  artificially  irrigated  or  has  sub-irrigation.  I 
do  not  remember  seeing  any  milk  weed  in  the  Calaveras  Valley,  and  if 
I  had,  it  would  not  have  meant  anything  to  me  in  determining  whether 
there  was  sub-surface  irrigation.  As  I  remember  it,  I  would  say  that  1527 
a  mile  or  two  each  way  from  Edenvale  I  found  to  be  sub-irrigated.  I 
do  not  know  whether  there  is  a  farm  within  five  miles  of  Edenvale 
that  has  not  a  pumping  plant,  or  that  is  not  irrigated  artificially. 
Edenvale  is  about  seven  miles  south  of  San  Jose,  and  there  is  no 
doubt  in  my  mind  about  the  section  in  which  it  is  located.  The 
country  gives  every  indication  of  being  sub-irrigated  as  indicated  1528 
by  the  thrifty  condition  of  crops,  which  could  be  produced  by  arti- 
ficial irrigation,  but  I  saw  no  evidences  of  the  latter. 

If  I  were  managing  a  prune  orchard,  I  would  not  leave  it  in  a 
condition  after  irrigation  so  that  a  passerby  could  see  whether  water 
had  been  run  over  the  surface  of  the  land,  but  there  are  always  evi- 
dences of  artificial  irrigation.  You  can  see  where  the  water  has  run ; 
you  can  see  where  water  has  passed  out  of  the  field ;  where  irrigation 
has  taken  place ;  and  you  can  see  the  cultivation  itself.  You  can  see 
pumping  plants  and  means  of  irrigation,  and  I  didn't  see  any  of 
them,  at  any  of  those  places.  It  depends  upon  the  depth  of  the  sub-  1528% 
soil  and  the  moisture  whether  a  prune  orchard  that  had  been  sub- 
irrigated  wouldn't  also  be  cultivated;  some  times  they  would,  and 
some  times  they  would  not.  I  do  not  think  I  have  had  any  expe-  ^529 
rience  with  sub-soil  prune  land.  I  do  not  know  that  I  have  seen  the 
experiences  of  others  on  sub-irrigated  prune  land.  I  say  that  they 
might  or  might  not  be  cultivated  at  this  time  of  year  because  it 
sounds  reasonable  that  where  the  sub-soil  moisture  comes  up  so  that 
the  surface  of  the  ground  is  damp,  or  would  tend  to  bake,  then  the 
farmer  would  cultivate.  Otherwise,  he  would  not.  With  reference 
to  the  soil,  I  thought  the  lands  about  Edenvale  were  of  about  the 
same  type  as  those  in  Calaveras.  I  would  not  expect  to  find  the  cli- 
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matic  conditions  to  differ  a  great  deal,  although  I  have  no  measure 
of  climate  at  all. 

I  have  heard  of  very  high  prices  paid  for  lands  around  Eden- 
vale,  such  as  $1000  an  acre,  and  I  believe  it  because  they  are  high 
class  lands,  and  there  is  a  big  element  of  residential  value  beyond 

1530  their  agricultural  prices.    So  far  as  productivity  is  concerned,  they 
have  no  advantage  over  the  Calaveras  land,  if  the  Calaveras  lands 
were  watered  equally  as  well.    I  assume  that  there  would  be  diffi- 
culty in  getting  water  upon  the  Calaveras  lands,  as  I  saw  no  cheap 
method  where  it  could  be  gotten  by  direct  diversion,  or  by  boring 
wells.    In  fixing  the  maximum  value  of  $100  an  acre,  the  assumption 
that  water  could  not  be  gotten  upon  those  lands  was  taken  into  con- 
sideration.   I  didn't  have  time  to  make  any  detailed  examination  to 
determine  whether  water  could  be  had  there  or  not.    I  consider  it  a 
very  important  matter  to  ascertain  in  determining  the  value  of  the 
property,  but  I  do  not  regard  this  as  a  superficial  examination. 

1531  Whether  water  would  be  available  there  or  whether  it  would  not,  I 
would  have  regarded  $100  an  acre  as  about  all  those  lands  would  be 
worth. 

Bearing  prune  land  does  not  sell  at  $1000  an  acre  around 
Edenvale  on  its  agricultural  value.  There  is  a  residential  value  in- 
cluded in  that.  I  do  not  regard  bearing  prune  land  as  worth  any 
such  sum.  For  agricultural  property,  the  best  evidence  of  the  mar- 
ket value  is  the  income  which  you  can  get  from  it.  The  price  which 
a  willing  buyer  will  give  to  a  willing  seller  would  not  govern  its 
agricultural  value  solely.  In  fixing  my  values  upon  this  property  I 
have  determined  its  value  only  upon  its  producing  basis.  It  is  diffi- 

1532  cult  to  draw  any  definite  line  of  distinction  between  land  that  sells 
for  agricultural  purposes,  and  land  that  sells  for  residential  pur- 
poses.   A  country  that  becomes  well  settled,  as  the  Santa  Clara  Val- 
ley has,  attracts  people  who  are  willing  to  pay  more  than  its  pure 
agricultural  value  for  home  site  tracts  of  40  or  80  acres  or  less.     I 
do  not  know  anything  about  the  fact  that  a  place  sold  near  Edenvale 
within  two  years,  having  an  acreage  of  108  acres,  having  practically 
no  improvements  on  it,  for  $108,000. 

(This  refers  to  a  piece  of  property  bought  by  a  man  named 
Shariff). 

I  could  not  tell  you,  without  examining  the  property,  how  much 
could  be  paid  per  acre  for  the  agricultural  value  of  lands  in  the  sales 

1533  around  Edenvale.    I  do  not  consider  Calaveras  Valley  in  its  present 
condition  an  attractive  spot  for  home  sites.     I  think  it  must  have 
been  at  one  time  occupied  by  people  who  had  small  farms  there,  and 
I  assume  it  did  attract  those  people. 

Under  very  exceptional  conditions  I  would  recommend  the  pur- 
chase of  a  good  prune  orchard  on  its  agricultural  basis  at  between 
$300  and  $400  an  acre.  It  might,  or  it  might  not  be  artificially  irri- 
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gated.  The  best  land  about  Edenvale  worth  $300  or  $400  an  acre  in 
a  full  bearing  prune  orchard  would  be  far  superior  to  most  of  the 
lands  in  the  Solano  Irrigated  Farms  Project.  It  is  inferior  to  some 
of  it  in  value,  not  for  the  production  of  prunes,  however,  but  for  the 
production  of  other  crops  such  as  general  crops,  alfalfa,  beans  and 
vegetables.  Edenvale  land  is  sub-irrigated  and  is  of  excellent  qual-  1534 
ity.  The  particular  type  of  land  in  Solano  which  I  am  talking  about 
is  very  fertile,  easily  worked  river  silt,  more  generally  adapted  to 
such  crops  as  beans  and  garden  crops,  truck  crop,  than  the  Edenvale 
land.  I  think  beans  are  extensively  grown  in  the  Santa  Clara  Valley, 
but  I  do  not  know  with  what  degree  of  success.  I  do  not  remember 
seeing  any  grown  around  Edenvale.  I  think  there  was  some  truck 
gardening  to  the  west  of  Edenvale,  and  I  do  not  assume  that  beans 
cannot  be  grown  successfully  around  Edenvale.  I  do  not  assume  that  1535 
an  acre  of  land  around  Edenvale  cannot  produce  as  large  a  crop  of 
beans  as  an  acre  of  the  Suisun  land.  The  soil  of  certain  of  the  old 
Solano  lands  is  of  the  type  which  generally  goes  into  that  class  of 
crop,  because  it  can  be  easily  worked  and  handled.  I  would  say  that 
certain  parts  of  it  can  be  more  easily  handled  than  the  Edenvale 
land,  and  from  what  I  see  of  certain  of  the  Edenvale  land,  I  would 
say  that  they  are  more  easily  handled.  I  presume  they  are  selling 
lands  about  Edenvale  for  more  than  $400.  I  said  that  8000  acres  of 
the  Solano  Project  had  a  selling  value  of  $400  an  acre,  but  did  not 
mean  that  it  was  worth  that.  That  type  of  land  when  properly  de- 
veloped has  a  ready  sale  at  a  value  of  $350  to  $400  an  acre.  I  did  not 
say  that  any  crops  could  be  more  successfully  raised  on  the  Solano 
Farm  lands  than  at  Edenvale,  nor  that  the  Solano  lands  in  part  were 
worth  more  than  the  Edenvale  lands.  $400  per  acre  is  about  its  1536 
accepted  valuation  at  this  time. 

I  would  think  that  alfalfa  can  be  grown  on  the  Calaveras  land. 
I  do  not  remember  whether  I  said  in  my  report  "A  good  cow  will 
produce  $100  worth  of  butter  fat  per  year".  I  have  had  quite  a 
little  experience  around  dairy  lands  at  Los  Molinas.  I  have  owned  a 
cow,  but  never  conducted  a  dairy.  Some  land,  with  the  purchase  of  1537 
a  little  concentrated  feed,  will  take  care  of  two  cows  to  the  acre. 
When  I  stated  "A  good  cow  will  produce  $100  worth  of  butter  fat 
per  year",  I  meant  that  he  would  get  that  from  the  sale  of  butter 
fat  from  that  cow,  and  that  that  amount  would  include  his  expenses. 
I  think  it  is  possible  that  alfalfa  land  can  produce  $150  per  year  per 
acre,  but  I  would  not  expect  these  Calaveras  lands,  planted  to  alfalfa, 
to  produce  that  much.  I  would  assume  it  would  produce,  if  irrigated, 
5  tons  of  alfalfa  per  acre.  I  can  translate  that  into  butter  fat ;  that 
would  almost  take  care  of  a  cow  for  a  year,  but  it  would  fall  short 
about  a  quarter  of  an  acre,  provided  the  man  bought  some  outside 
feed.  1538 
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It  is  difficult  to  say  how  much  I  will  allow  per  acre  for  the  value 
of  the  calf  and  the  manure  produced  by  the  cow.  Some  times  a  calf 
is  worth  something  and  some  times  it  is  not ;  often  to  a  dairyman  a 
calf  is  not  valuable,  as  I  know  from  experience  I  have  had  in  buying 
a  great  many  cows  for  farmers,  and  watching  them  handle  them.  I 
have  been  engaged  in  selling  land,  and  in  order  to  induce  people  to 
go  there,  I  bought  cows  for  them,  and  paid  the  market  price  of  from 
$60  to  $125  apiece.  The  fair  market  price  for  a  good  dairy  cow  is 
from  $60  to  $200,  and  a  $200  cow  must  produce  enough  butter  fat  to 
pay  interest  on  her  investment. 

Solano  is  about  fifty  miles  in  distance  from  San  Francisco,  and 
about  three  or  four  hours  in  time.  Calaveras,  I  presume,  you  could 
make  in  three  or  four  hours.  Under  present  conditions  I  should 
think  it  would  take  from  three  or  four  hours  to  reach  San  Francisco 
from  Calaveras.  I  do  not  think  Solano  has  any  advantage  over  Cala- 
veras in  the  time  necessary  to  get  produce  to  market.  Part  of  the 
Solano  land  is  well  adapted  to  beet  growing,  and  with  water,  I 

1540  should  think  you  could  grow  beets  in  Calaveras. 

We  put  a  pumping  plant  in  this  year  at  the  prune  orchard  that 
I  conducted  near  Cupertino.  It  seems  to  me  that  we  had  to  go  down 
between  400  and  500  feet  with  the  well,  but  we  lift  the  water  from 
about  30  to  50  feet,  if  I  remember  correctly.  Our  pump  column  is 
about  150  feet,  and  we  find  it  commercially  possible  to  lift  water  from 
that  well  for  the  irrigation  of  the  lands,  and  assume  that  they  will 
irrigate  about  twice  per  season.  I  do  not  know  how  deep  you  would 
have  to  go  for  water  in  Calaveras.  I  have  not  been  right  down  to 

1541  the  dam  site,  nor  made  any  inquiry  to  ascertain  how  near  the  sur- 
face bed-rock  comes.    I  do  not  assume  that  any  water  gets  out  of 
that  valley  that  does  not  flow  over  the  bed-rock,  but  from  the  looks 
of  the  valley,!  would  not  think  that  the  detritus  and  soil  is  very 
deep  in  Calaveras  Valley.     With  a  soil  like  that  of  Calaveras,  I 
should  think  that  to  be  effective  water  would  have  to  stand  within 
five  feet  or  less  of  the  surface.    It  might  so  stand  in  the  lower  end 
of  the  valley,  but  I  saw  no  place  where  it  would.    I  made  no  inquiry 
to  ascertain  whether  those  prune  orchards  had  ever  been  irrigated,  but 
I  saw  no  evidences  of  irrigation.    Prunes  will  make  a  thrifty  growth 
in  some  places  without  any  irrigation  at  all,  either  sub-surface  or 
artificial,  where  the  soil  is  good  enough  to  hold  sufficient  moisture 

1542  for  the  season's  growth.    I  do  not  think  that  this  soil  would  hold 
enough  moisture  for  the  season's  growth,  but  I  would  not  say  that 
those  trees  had  sub-surface  irrigation,  because  it  was  only  a  fair 
growth  of  trees,  such  as  would  be  expected  under  those  conditions. 
Sweet  cream  could  be  transported  from  Calaveras  to  San  Fran- 
cisco, and  I  cannot  suggest  any  obstacle  to  such  a  shipment  from 
there,  except  the  distance.    I  do  not  know  what  I  said  in  my  Solano 
report  in  regard  to  the  higher  portions  of  the  project  being  so  well 
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adapted  to  fruit  growing  that  there  will  be  no  question  but  what 
this  will  become  a  very  important  industry  in  the  future.  In  answer 
to  the  question,  ' '  did  you  say  in  that  report  all  classes  of  fruit  may  be  1543 
grown,  both  citrus  and  deciduous",  I  don't  remember  what  is  in  that 
report.  Certain  of  the  lands  will  produce  all  classes  of  fruit,  both 
citrus  and  deciduous.  Certain  citrus  and  olive  lands  justify  a  price 
of  $1000  an  acre  when  they  are  full  bearing,  and  in  good  condition. 
I  may  have  said  in  my  Solano  report  that  fruit  lands  are  worth  from 
$300  to  $1000  per  acre  and  pay  interest  on  these  sums,  but  I  would 
not  recommend  anyone  to  pay  $1000  an  acre  for  commercial  orchards 
in  Santa  Clara  Valley.  When  I  wrote  this  report  I  was  not  recom-  1544 
mending  to  the  people  to  pay  this  for  the  property.  My  basis  of 
valuation  is  that  the  land  was  worth  the  sum  on  which  it  would 
yield  a  return,  and  some  of  this  land  might  possibly  yield  a  return 
on  $1000  an  acre,  and  if  I  so  stated  it  in  my  report,  I  meant  it. 
When  I  mentioned  the  prices  of  from  $300  to  $1000  an  acre  in  my 
Solano  report,  I  was  talking  of  developed  land.  The  fruit  crops  in 
the  Solano  district  were  to  be  planted  on  the  lowest  slopes  of  the 
hill  land  with  the  best  air  drainage.  That  hill  land  did  not  differ 
appreciably  from  the  land  in  Calaveras.  The  hill  land  in  the  two 
places  is  comparable  in  topography  and  in  character  of  soil,  but 
there  is  a  very  important  item  of  difference  in  community.  There  154o 
was  no  community  on  the  Solano  lands,  but  my  assumption  is  based 
on  a  settlement  of  that  land  in  ten  or  twenty  acre  tracts.  In  putting 
my  value  on  the  Calaveras  lands,  I  gave  no  consideration  to  its  set- 
tlement in  ten  or  twenty  acre  tracts.  I  assume  its  present  condition. 
I  made  no  consideration  of  whether  it  could  or  could  not  be  so  sub- 
divided. At  Calaveras  you  have  a  condition  which  is  not  likely  to 
ever  develop  a  well  settled  highly  cultivated  region  where  you 
could  expect  high  values,  because  the  property  is  all  owned  by  one 
interest.  That  consideration  did  not  influence  me  in  fixing  my 
values  upon  it,  but  I  mention  it  because  it  is  a  factor  in  the  case.  1546 

The  Suisun  lands  were  more  attractive  and  more  valuable  than 
the  Calaveras  lands  could  be,  provided  that  they  were  all  settled 
up  in  twenty  acre  tracts.  If  the  Calaveras  were  possible  of  division 
into  20  acre  tracts,  in  its  present  condition  it  would  not  be  worth 
more  than  the  prices  I  have  put  on  it.  Those  increased  values  do 
not  belong  to  the  present  owner ;  they  belong  to  the  man  who  buys 
the  land  and  brings  about  that  increased  value. 

Portions  of  the  Solano  lands  are  available  for  truck  crops,  but 
J  regard  the  Calaveras  lands  as  a  little  heavy  for  that  class  of  farm- 
ing. By  truck  gardening  I  mean  the  production  of  all  classes  of 
vegetables,  lettuce,  onions,  cabbage,  potatoes,  celery,  and  beets.  I 
think  it  would  produce  fair  crops  of  beets,  and  with  irrigation  it 


would  produce  good  corn.     I  have  seen  corn  grown  there  without 
evidences  of  irrigation.    It  is  good  corn  for  this  country.    Without 
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irrigation,  California  produces  comparatively  little  good  corn.  To 
a  certain  extent  it  depends  on  whether  the  land  is  sub-irrigated  or 
not.  I  saw  no  evidences  of  sub-irrigation  on  that  land  on  which 
that  corn  was  grown.  It  was  about  6  feet  high,  and  to  be  called 
high,  and  good  corn,  it  should  be  from  8  to  10  or  12  to  14  feet  high. 
I  have  seen  lots  of  it  at  Los  Molinas.  Referring  to  a  photograph 
shown  him  by  Counsel  for  the  Plaintiff,  the  witness  stated  that  the 
photographer  did  not  do  the  corn  justice,  that  it  looked  better  to 
him  when  he  saw  it  than  it  did  in  the  photograph.  The  ears  seemed 
fairly  well  filled  up.  The  test  of  good  corn  is  what  it  will  yield  in 
grain,  but  I  didn't  open  up  any  of  the  corn.  I  felt  the  ears.  You 
can  get  a  fair  estimate  of  it  by  putting  your  hands  on  the  outside 

1550  of  a  husk.  Some  of  them  were  small  ears,  and  some  very  small. 
From  feeling  on  the  outside  I  would  say  that  they  were  poorly  filled, 
some  of  them.  Generally  you  will  find  small  ears  in  every  stand  of 
corn.  I  would  not  condemn  it  because  some  of  the  ears  were  small, 
but  I  would  not  call  it  a  first-class  crop  of  corn.  I  have  never  grown 
any  corn,  but  know  what  is  a  fair  yield  of  corn  to  the  acre  in  this 
country.  From  1500  to  2000  Ibs.  of  grain  is  better  than  a  fair  yield, 
and  a  great  deal  of  the  Sacramento  Valley  land  will  do  that.  I  do 
not  know  how  much  this  land  will  produce,  but  do  not  believe  it  will 
produce  that  much.  At  least,  that  crop  would  not. 

I  do  not  think  any  branch  of  truck  gardening  on  the  Calaveras 
lands  could  be  carried  on  in  competition  with  the  truck  lands  of 
the  Bay  Region,  and  of  the  Central  Valley.  It  is  a  matter  of  irriga- 
tion, and  of  type  of  soil.  Any  of  the  truck  gardens  on  the  islands 
are  better  than  the  Calaveras  lands.  You  don't  select  adobe  land 
for  truck  gardening  ordinarily.  I  know  the  character  of  land 
around  Alviso,  and  most  of  it  is  silt-loam.  I  have  had  no  experience 
with  black  adobe  in  there.  The  place  I  have  had  the  most  exper- 
ience with  is  the  farm  of  Mr.  Miles  Standish,  which  is  located  a  mile 
or  a  mile  and  a  half  southeast  of  Alviso.  I  have  been  over  the  land 
between  Alviso  and  San  Jose,  to  which  pears  are  very  generally 
planted,  but  have  not  examined  it.  I  could  not  say  as  to  whether 
in  that  same  region  truck  gardening  is  carried  on  to  any  great  ex- 
tent. There  is  no  essential  difference  between  the  sort  of  soil  re- 
quired for  truck  gardening  and  that  required  for  strawberries.  I 
do  not  know  anything  about  the  fact  that  nearly  all  of  the  straw- 
berries that  came  to  the  San  Francisco  market  were  grown  around 

-„„  Alviso  in  years  gone  by.  I  did  not  say  that  the  adobe  lands  around 
Alviso  are  not  good  for  truck  gardening,  but  said  that  a  truck 
farmer  would  not  select  a  heavy  adobe  land  when  he  could  get  a 
more  easily  worked  soil. 

Most  of  the  lands  in  Calaveras  are  heavy  adobe  lands,  and  to 
determine  that  I  took  some  samples  of  the  soil,  which  I  examined  by 
looking  at  them.  I  could  tell  that  they  were  adobe  by  the  looks.  In  the 

432 


Means 

SPRING  VALLEY  WATER  CO.  VS.  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OP  SAN  FRANCISCO 

south  prune  orchard  I  found  very  heavy  adobe  soil,  and  I  went  down 
five  feet  there.  It  got  a  little  lighter  below,  although  it  was  still  adobe.  1553 
The  soil  where  the  corn  patch  is,  I  think  is  adobe.  I  don 't  remember 
any  truck  gardens  between  Milpitas  and  the  foothills,  and  didn't 
examine  the  character  of  that  soil,  and  have  not  the  slightest  idea  of 
its  character.  I  have  heard  of  Milpitas  as  being  a  point  of  shipment 
for  large  quantities  of  farm  produce  which  come  from  all  round  the 
neighborhood,  I  suppose.  I  have  heard  of  it  as  a  place  where  peas 
are  canned  and  shipped,  and  that  is  the  only  crop  I  know  specifically 
about.  I  may  have  said  in  my  Solano  report  that  grain,  beans,  corn 
and  many  other  crops  will  undoubtedly  be  grown,  and  if  handled  right,  1554 
will  all  prove  profitable.  I  think  they  would  get  fair  crops  on  this 
Calaveras  land  if  handled  right,  and  with  irrigation  you  would  get 
reasonably  good  crops.  I  know  nothing  about  the  possibility  of 
buying  land  in  the  Santa  Clara  Valley.  In  fixing  a  valuation  upon 
the  hill  farming  lands,  I  fixed  it  with  reference  to  its  yield,  and  not 
to  its  market  value.  I  remember  a  young  apricot  orchard  near  Cala- 
veras Valley  coming  up  the  side  of  the  hill  from  the  Santa  Clara  side, 
which  was,  I  would  say,  to  the  south  of  the  Hansen  place  down  the 
ridge,  but  a  little  higher  than  the  Hansen  place  in  elevation.  This 
was  encountered  on  the  road  we  first  took  going  south,  where  we  1555 
climbed  the  ridge,  and  was  to  the  right  going  up  the  hill.  I  would  say 
it  was  100  or  150  feet  above  the  Hansen  property  in  elevation.  It 
looked  thrifty,  and  if  properly  cared  for,  gives  promise  of  developing 
into  a  successful  apricot  orchard.  I  did  not  stop  to  examine  that 
apricot  land.  I  do  not  assume  that  there  is  any  particular  difference 
between  that  land  and  the  Brandt-Hansen  land,  but  there  is  a  consid- 
erable difference  between  it  and  the  Weller  land,  such  as  difference  in  1556 
elevation,  and  the  fact  that  parts  of  the  Weller  land  are  rather  rocky. 
I  have  never  engaged  in  the  stock  raising  business,  but  I  have 
been  over  probably  fifty  ranches  for  some  client  who  was  interested 
in  the  purchase  of  them.  The  Llagas  ranch  is  south-west  of  San  Jose 
some  10  or  15  miles,  and  in  a  direct  line,  probably  not  over  five  miles 
from  Santa  Clara  Valley.  It  is  a  rolling,  hilly  country.  I  was  there 
about  ten  days  or  two  weeks  ago,  but  do  not  know  who  owns  the 
ranch.  I  went  there  on  the  day  that  I  went  down  to  find  the  sub-irri- 
gated lands  around  Edenvale,  and  stayed  there  an  hour  or  two.  I  1557 
had  some  of  the  boundaries  pointed  out  to  me,  but  did  not  know 
where  the  boundaries  were  exactly.  I  was  told  that  the  area  of  the 
place  was  about  3800  acres,  and  I  presume  that  I  saw  half  of  it  from 
the  road,  but  I  can  give  you  no  notion  of  the  length  of  the  road 
through  the  place.  The  road  passes  through  a  little  valley,  and  the 
grazing  lands  were  on  either  side  of  that  valley,  and  I  could  see  half 
of  those  grazing  lands.  I  could  express  an  opinion  as  to  the  feed  1558 
they  would  yield,  and  as  to  the  number  of  acres  that  would  be  re- 
quired to  support  a  steer  for  a  year,  from  an  examination  made  in 
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that  way.  That  sort  of  an  inspection  acquainted  me  with  it  suffi- 
ciently to  enable  me  to  express  an  intelligible  opinion.  I  do  not 
know  whether  I  saw  the  roughest  part  of  the  ranch  or  not,  nor 
whether  I  saw  the  best  of  it.  Without  going  over  the  whole  ranch, 
I  could  not  tell  you  anything  about  the  remaining  portion  of  it.  I 
compared  that  with  the  Calaveras  lands  without  going  over  the 
whole  ranch,  and  have  undertaken  to  tell  how  many  acres  would  be 
required  to  keep  a  steer  a  year.  I  made  a  general  examination  of 

1559  the  Calaveras  grazing  land.    By  that,  I  mean  we  went  to  the  Hansen 
place.     Then  we  went  down  the  Sierra  road  to  Section  1 ;  then  we 
went  back.    We  got  out  of  the  automobile  several  times,  and  walked 
on  either  side  of  the  road  on  the  land,  some  of  which  was  rough,  and 
some  farming  land.     I  could  not  give  an  estimate  of  the  percentage 
of  farming  land.     We  went  for  short  distances  on  some  of  the  pre- 
cipitous land.    I  measured  some  of  the  slopes  to  see  how  steep  they 
were.    I  walked  along  the  edges,  and  I  think  we  were  out  of  the  auto- 

1560  mobile  three  times  for  a  period  of  ten  or  fifteen  minutes  each.    When 
we  got  out  of  the  automobile  I  doubt  if  we  went  a  quarter  of  a  mile 
at  a  time.    On  this  trip  we  were  on  parcel  c-268,  and  part  of  that  was 
grazing  land,  but  how  much  I  could  not  give  any  estimate  of.    We 
went  upon  Section  1,  along  the  road,  and  that  is  one  of  the  pieces 

1561  of  land  that  I  took  into  consideration  in  fixing  my  values.    I  do  not 
know  whether  that  is  included  in  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  's  lands 
or  not.    When  I  stated  I  went  to  Section  1,  I  find  now  I  went  fur- 
ther south  on  to  Section  7,  and  saw  parcel  i-268.     I  got  out  of  the 
automobile  there,  and  was  out  ten  or  fifteen  minutes.    The  land  was 
partly  hill  farming  land,  and  part  of  it  was  very  steep.    I  can  give 
you  no  estimate  of  the  acreage.    It  is  a  good  deal  rougher — the  por- 
tion of  it  that  is  hill  farming  land — than  the  Hansen  land,  but  I  do 
not  know  that  there  is  very  much  difference  in  the  soil.     I  did  not 

1561:L2  see  a  vineyard  on  that  property  in  Section  7.  Someone  mentioned 
an  orchard  farther  on,  but  we  didn't  go  there.  I  looked  down  the 
valley  to  the  north  and  saw  a  prune  orchard  there,  but  I  did  not  see 
a  couple  of  small  orchards  on  the  hill  on  the  westerly  side  of  the 
valley  and  near  the  southerly  end,  nor  was  my  attention  called  to 

1562  them. 

I  examined  as  much  of  Section  7  as  could  be  seen  from  the  road 
and  by  short  walks  not  to  exceed  a  quarter  of  a  mile  from  the  road. 
I  went  over  some  of  the  grain  land,  which  was  very  poor,  and  a  por- 
tion of  the  rough  land.  I  do  not  know  whether  the  grain  was  planted 
or  volunteer.  It  had  been  cut  this  year,  as  the  hay  was  on  the  ground. 

1563  That  was  two  weeks  ago  next  Saturday,  the  14th  of  August.     I  did 
not  count  the  hay  shocks,  but  they  were  sparsely  scattered  over  the 
ground.     I  looked  along  the  road,  and  could  see  no  evidence  of  any 
hay  being  hauled  out,  or  of  any  having  been  baled  on  the  place.    From 
there  I  went  back  along  the  ridge  road  down  to  the  Hansen  place, 
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where  I  saw  a  few  lemon  trees.  The  soil  that  I  saw  on  this  trip  is 
poor  soil,  which  I  determined  only  from  what  I  saw  along  the  road- 
side trips.  I  think  the  majority  of  the  land  was  poorer  than  that  I 
saw  along  the  cuts  in  the  roadside.  The  soil  along  the  cuts  was  very 
thin  adobe,  of  rather  a  dark  color  and  a  shallow  depth  of  from  1  to 
2  feet.  1564 

I  drilled  the  auger  hole  in  the  south  orchard  to  a  depth  of  five 
feet,  and  found  the  sub-soil  slightly  more  moist  than  the  top.  It  was 
appreciably  moist,  so  that  the  soil  would  stick  together  slightly. 

(Counsel  for  Defendant  here  corrected  the  witness  as  to  the  date 
on  which  this  trip  was  taken.  He  advised  that  it  was  not  Saturday, 
but  Friday,  August  the  13th,  that  they  made  this  trip.) 

The  prune  orchard  I  think  is  on  what  is  called  the  John  Sher- 
man place,  although  I  do  not  know  the  boundaries.  Someone  in  the 
party  told  me  about  the  John  Sherman  place,  but  no  one  in  the  party 
told  me  what  value  they  had  placed  on  these  lands.  I  think  I  asked 
someone  once  or  twice  what  values  they  had  placed.  I  think  it  was 
Mr.  Steinhart  I  asked.  Mr.  Callaghan  did  not  tell  me  that  he  had  1565 
placed  a  value  of  $25  an  acre  on  these  hill  farming  lands.  I  thought 
he  had  placed  a  higher  value  than  that  on  them.  There  was  not  the 
slightest  objection  made  about  the  figure  that  someone  else  had  put 
on  that  land.  I  do  not  remember  anyone  making  a  statement  that  a 
figure  of  $100  an  acre  had  been  put  on  the  valley  land.  I  came  to 
my  conclusion  with  reference  to  the  value  of  these  lands  entirely 
independent  of  anybody  else's  opinion. 

From  the  Hansen  place  we  went  back  across  the  road  directly 
over  into  the  valley,  and  after  we  reached  the  floor  of  the  valley,  we 
went  along  the  road  on  the  west  side,  down  to  a  point  about  oppo- 
site the  south  one  of  the  two  prune  orchards  I  have  spoken  of,  and 
went  across  the  valley  to  that.  The  only  opportunity  I  had  to  examine 
the  soil  in  any  other  portion  of  the  valley  south  of  that  road,  crossing 
to  the  southerly  prune  orchard,  was  only  so  far  as  I  could  see  it  along  1566 
the  road  which  we  went.  I  got  out  on  that  road,  and  walked  out 
to  a  little  creek  which  runs  across  the  corn  field,  and  went  to 
the  creek  bed,  and  that  is  the  extent  of  my  examination  of  the  land 
south  of  the  road  leading  to  the  southerly  prune  orchard.  It  enabled 
me  to  determine  the  value  of  the  types  of  land. 

We  then  went  back  to  the  road  on  the  west  side  of  the  valley, 
and  north  to  a  point  about  opposite  that  northern  prune  orchard, 
and  we  went  in  both  directions  from  there  up  the  slopes  to  the  west, 
along  a  little  creek  and  down  east,  and  across  the  slope  down  to  the 
far  end  of  the  prune  orchard  there.  That  took  us  half  or  three- 
quarters  of  an  hour.  I  made  no  inquiry  to  ascertain  whether  there 
were  other  trees  growing  there  than  prunes.  I  did  not  discover  any 
other  trees  in  the  north  orchard.  I  went  there  for  the  purpose  of  1567 
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seeing  what  that  land  would  produce,  and  I  walked  through  the 
orchard  in  two  ways,  and  did  not  see  anything  else  than  prunes.  If 
other  trees  had  been  growing  there,  that  fact  would  have  had  no 
effect  upon  my  mind  in  placing  a  value  upon  the  land,  because  I  had 
enough  information  from  the  prune  orchard,  and  from  what  I  saw 
around  it,  to  enable  me  to  judge  the  value  of  that  land.  I  assumed 
that  it  would  grow  certain  types  of  fruit,  such  as  peaches,  plums 
and  apricots,  and  pears  might  have  been  grown  there,  but  not  a  com- 
mercially marketable  crop  of  pears  on  account  of  the  lack  of  moisture, 
and  the  fact  that  it  is  a  long  way  off  from  market,  and  a  rough  road 

1568  to  haul  fruit  over.     I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  pears  could  not  be 
grown  profitably,  but  no  man  experienced  in  the  pear  business  would 
go  in  and  buy  it  as  pear  land. 

I  have  never  grown  pears  on  a  large  scale.  They  are  grown  suc- 
cessfully in  the  Sacramento  Valley,  generally  on  the  fertile  bottom 
lands,  but  not  always.  They  are  grown  in  the  San  Jose  country,  and 
almost  all  irrigated  districts  of  California,  such  as  the  Fresno  country. 
They  are  grown  on  flat  lands  generally,  and  not  on  hill  lands.  I  have 
seen  the  section  from  Colfax  to  Nevada  City,  and  I  know  that  that  is 
not  one  of  the  most  thriving  pear  districts  in  this  state.  I  do  not 

1569  know  about  the  cannery  at  Grass  Valley  which  has  been  erected 
within  the  past  two  years  due  to  the  pear  industry  in  that  locality.    I 
have  seen  some  pear  orchards  there  which  were  apparently  thrifty.    I 
made  no  statement  that  pears  cannot  be  grown  in  the  foothills,  but  I 
said  that  the  foothill  pear  region  was  not  where  pears  were  very 
profitable. 

After  going  over  to  the  northerly  prune  orchard  in  the  Cala- 
veras  Valley,  we  went  down  along  the  west  side  of  the  valley  to  where 
the  dam  was  being  built,  to  the  camp.  I  did  not  go  quite  to  the  dam. 

1570  "We  then  came  back  and  followed  the  new  road,  which  I  understand 
the  water  company  has  built  towards  Sunol,  and  went  down  that 
road.     We  went  back  to  Sunol  and  back  to  San  Jose  in  a  machine, 
which  we  reached  at  about  six  or  seven  o'clock.     We  also  went  to 
Pleasanton  that  day,  but  we  made  no  attempt  to  examine  the  Pleas- 
anton  lands,  although  I  went  over  them  a  few  miles  that  day.     The 
next  day  we  made  the  trip  to  the  Coyote  country,  through  the  foot- 

1571  hills,  and  back  to  San  Jose  in  the  morning.     I  went  down  the  state 
highway  about  12  or  15  miles,  and  then  back  in  the  foothills,  and 
over  the  Colombat  and  Llagas  ranch.     We  left  San  Jose  about  7  :30 
or  8  o'clock,  and  returned  somewhere  between  12  and  1.     We  then 
went  past  Milpitas  and  the  Hansen  place  up  on  the  ridge  to  the  north. 
After  that  we  returned  to  San  Jose,  arriving,  I  would  say,  between 
1  and  2  o'clock.    It  took  us  less  than  an  hour  to  drive  to  the  Hansen 
place  from  San  Jose,  and  we  went  over  a  little  of  that  road  that  was 
under  repair.    The  Hansen  place  is  probably  two  or  three  miles  from 

1572  Calaveras  Valley.    I  would  say  it  would  take  a  freight  automobile  15 
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or  20  minutes  to  travel  from  that  place  to  the  valley.  From  the  Han- 
sen  place  I  went  up  the  grade,  and  along  the  ridge  which  runs  north 
on  the  west  side  of  the  Calaveras  Valley,  to  the  Weller  place.  I  sup- 
pose it  took  us  two  hours  to  make  the  trip,  as  we  had  to  stop  and 
repair  the  car,  which  took  about  half  an  hour.  We  got  to  the  Weller 
place  a  little  bit  later  than  3  o'clock  probably.  I  found  a  small 
neglected  orchard  there.  If  it  had  been  properly  tilled,  it  should  1573 
have  been  in  good  condition,  as  they  had  water  to  irrigate  it  with. 
I  think  it  was  being  irrigated,  as  I  saw  pipe  lines  running  through 
the  orchard  from  the  spring.  I  spent  only  a  few  minutes  on  that 
place,  excepting  in  going  through  to  Mission  San  Jose.  We  opened 
two  or  three  gates  on  that  road,  but  I  do  not  know  whether  they  were 
on  the  Weller  place  or  not.  I  do  not  remember  whether  we  entered 
any  place  with  a  fence  around  it  prior  to  the  time  we  reached  the  1574 
Weller  place.  I  cannot  give  you  the  names  of  the  places  that  we  were 
on  after  having  left  the  Hansen  place,  except  the  Weller  property. 
We  stopped  and  walked  up  over  a  couple  of  ridges  where  we  could 
look  down  into  the  valley  on  the  Brandt-Hansen  place.  At  another 
place  we  stopped  so  we  could  walk  up  on  a  high  ridge  and  get  a  very 
good  view  of  the  Santos  and  of  the  Weller  place.  We  could  look 
down  on  to  the  Brandt-Hansen  place  from  a  ridge  above  it,  but  I  do 
not  know  how  far  it  was  from  the  Weller  place.  The  first  ridge  must 
have  been  a  mile  and  a  half.  I  have  no  impression  how  far  the  Weller 
land  is  from  the  Brandt-Hansen  land.  I  was  on  the  Brandt-Hansen  1575 
place  that  day,  and  reached  it  by  automobile  and  on  foot.  I  went  from 
a  point  on  the  road  known  as  the  Weller  road  on  this  Map  18,  and 
walked  perhaps  a  quarter  of  a  mile.  We  were  on  that  property  on  the 
14th  of  August. 

We  followed  along  the  Weller  road  around  to  Mission  San  Jose, 
and  stopped  at  the  Weller  house  10  or  15  minutes,  according  to  my 
impression.  We  stopped  primarily  to  get  a  drink  of  water,  as  I  1576 
wanted  to  see  the  spring  that  I  had  heard  of  there.  I  saw  a  good 
deal  of  the  Weller  land  from  the  road,  but  I  did  not  walk  out  on  to 
it.  You  could  see  nearly  all  of  it  from  the  road.  I  was  down  along 
the  lower  edge  of  the  land.  The  road  runs  pretty  well  through  the 
middle  of  it,  and  the  land  on  the  west  side  slopes  up  steep  to  a  high 
peak;  the  other  side  slopes  down  towards  the  Calaveras  Valley.  The 
slope  is  generally  very  abrupt  on  both  sides  of  the  road,  so  that  as 
far  as  you  can  see  there  was  pretty  steep  slopes,  and  very  little  level 
farming  land.  I  do  not  know  how  many  acres  there  are  in  that  piece.  1577 
It  is  irregular  in  shape,  and  the  greatest  distance  through  it  in  any 
direction  is  about  a  mile.  I  could  see  that  land  sufficiently  for  the 
purposes  I  had  in  mind  to  give  general  values,  by  going  through  it 
in  an  automobile.  The  quality  of  soil  is  very  different  from  the 
Hansen  place.  The  difference  being  in  depth  of  soil  largely.  The 
Hansen  place  is  generally  a  MBp  soil.  I  saw  a  gully  exposed  six  or 
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eight  feet  deep.     The  Weller  soil  is  two  or  three  feet  deep  I  would 

1578  say,  as  indicated  by  portions  exposed  along  gullies  and  road  cuts. 

There  is  no  farmable  area  deeper  than  that  on  the  Weller  place, 
from  the  impression  I  got  from  seeing  the  cut  through  the  property 
along  the  road.  I  reached  my  conclusion  that  all  of  the  soil  was 
shallow  from  that  observation. 

After  that  we  went  down  the  road,  around  Mission  Peak,  to 
Mission  San  Jose,  but  we  did  not  go  back  to  the  floor  of  the  valley. 
I  made  a  trip  up  Alameda  Creek  after  that,  and  got  to  within  about 
three-quarters  of  a  mile  of  the  valley,  as  I  know  from  a  topographical 

1579  map  which  I  was  following.     I  went  up  Alameda  Creek  to  the  Men- 
doza  place  in  an  automobile  last  Sunday.    We  left  Pleasanton  about 
1 :30  or  2  o  'clock,  and  got  back  to  Pleasanton  about  6  o  'clock.    It  took, 
I  would  say,  an  hour  and  a  half  from  Pleasanton  to  the  Mendoza 
place,  and  a  little  bit  less  than  that  to  return.    We  were  half  an  hour 
or  so  at  the  Mendoza  place,  where  I  walked  over  some  of  the  land  in 
the  neighborhood  of  the  house.    I  also  went  between  a  quarter  and  a 
half  a  mile  up  Alameda  Creek.    The  country  was  very  rough.    I  did 
not  go  in  the  bed  of  the  creek ;  the  road  before  reaching  the  Mendoza 
place  leaves  the  creek  and  follows  up  on  a  little  bench  formed  by  slides 
from  the  mountain,  and  I  went  along  that  road.     I  do  not  know  the 

1580  boundaries  of  the  Mendoza  property,  and  did  not  ask  anyone  to  tell 
me  if  I  had  gone  off  the  Mendoza  property. 

I  have  made  no  other  examination  of  the  lands  belonging  to  the 
company  lying  east  of  Calaveras  Valley.  I  have  made  no  examina- 
tion whatever  of  the  hill  farming  lands  lying  to  the  east  of  Calaveras 
Valley.  I  made  no  examination  of  the  hill  farming  land  lying  in  the 
southerly  end  of  the  valley,  and  sloping  down  to  the  southerly  end, 
except  along  the  Sierra  road.  The  only  examination  I  made  of  these 
is  the  examination  of  which  I  have  told  you.  I  did  not  see  any 
orchard  in  the  southerly  end  of  the  valley,  and  I  was  where  I  could 

1581  overlook  it.    I  could  see  the  flat  portion  of  the  valley,  but  there  might 
have  been  some  slopes  I  could  not  see  from  the  point  I  was  on  on 
the  hill.     I  might  have  given  the  impression  this  morning  that  I 
thought  the  Weller  land  was  comparable  to  the  Hansen  land,  but  I 
did  not  so  intend.    I  have  discussed  that  matter  since  I  left  the  stand. 
The  lemon  orchard  was  never  mentioned  in  connection  with  the  Han- 
sen  property,  but  I  was  considering  that  property  in  directing  my 
answers  to  the  Hansen  property  where  the  lemon  orchard  was.     I 
made  no  deep  soil  examinations  of  the  Hansen  and  the  Brandt-Hansen 
properties,  but  I  think  there  would  be  a  slight  difference.     The  Han- 
sen property  is  a  little  more  friable  adobe  than  the  Brandt-Hansen 
place;  blacker  soil  generally.    I  think  it  could  be  worked  more  easily 

1582  than  the  Brandt-Hansen  place. 

I  have  not  based  my  statement  as  to  the  relative  values  of 
the  two  properties  upon  that  understanding,  as  there  are  a  good 
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many  other  considerations.  The  principal  difference  and  the  most  im- 
portant difference  is  the  depth  of  those  soils.  On  the  Brandt-Hansen 
place  it  is  generally  thin,  and  there  are  a  great  many  places  where 
rocks  stick  up  through  the  soil.  I  have  not  examined  every  acre,  and 
I  could  not  say  that  there  is  no  soil  on  the  Brandt-Hansen  place  com- 
parable to  the  soil  on  the  Hansen  place.  I  think  I  had  examined  a 
small  percentage  of  it,  but  I  could  not  estimate  what  proportion.  All 
of  these  examinations  were  made  on  the  trips  of  August  13th  and  14th. 
The  only  information  that  I  have  with  reference  to  any  of  these  lands 
is  that  derived  on  these  trips.  I  have  some  information,  such  as  a  1583 
general  knowledge  of  soil  conditions  through  California,  and  material 
that  has  been  published  in  the  way  of  government  reports  on  soils 
in  the  neighborhood,  which  leads  me  to  draw  conclusions  from  my 
observations  on  those  days.  The  soil  on  these  hill  farm  lands  in  Cala- 
veras  is  not  comparable  to  the  soil  on  the  hill  lands  in  the  Solano 
Irrigated  Farms  Project,  so  far  as  depth  of  soil  is  concerned.  In 
places  that  soil  is  very  shallow,  and  in  places  very  deep.  I  made  no 
statement  that  it  was  worth  $300  or  $400  an  acre  in  my  report  on 
the  Solano  Irrigated  Farms  Project.  This  is'  the  last  report  made 
on  that  project.  There  are  other  reports,  but  I  gave  the  last  copy 
of  most  of  these  to  Mr.  Calhoun,  and  he  has  never  returned  them 
to  me,  and  I  regret  to  say  I  did  not  preserve  an  office  copy  of  them. 
These  reports  were  in  connection  with  the  purchase  of  the  property,  1584 
not  the  sale  of  it;  they  were  individual  reports  on  particular  pieces. 
There  is  a  very  great  distinction  between  those  reports.  In  one  case 
I  am  advising  a  man  what  he  can  afford  to  pay  for  a  piece  of  prop- 
erty, and  in  the  other  case  what  he  could  afford  to  take  for  it  when 
selling  it.  (A  copy  of  a  report  on  the  Solano  Irrigated  Farms  Project 
was  handed  the  witness.)  This  is  not  a  copy  of  the  report  I  find  in 
my  office,  and  I  have  no  memory  of  any  such  report.  I  cannot  say 
that  I  made  that  report  because  I  have  not  read  it.  I  think  you  have  1585 
a  report  that  I  did  not  write  myself.  The  report  which  I  have  here 
is  dated  November  8th,  1912.  I  did  not  make  a  report  under  date  of 
July  1913  that  I  know  of.  I  do  not  remember  any  report  after  this 
one.  I  did  not  personally  make  the  examination  on  which  the  report 
was  made.  I  happened  to  be  in  Sacramento  Valley  practically  all  of 
that  time,  and  my  assistant  and  my  partner  made  most  of  the  examina- 
tion. When  I  sign  a  report,  I  father  it,  but  I  do  not  think  I  signed 
that  report.  I  presume  my  partner  can  tell  whether  a  report  went 
out  from  our  office  in  July,  1913.  He  is  in  New  Orleans.  We  did  1586 
not  charge  for  a  report  dated  July,  1913,  as  we  charge  a  monthly  fee, 
which  we  have  not  received,  by  the  way.  The  success  or  failure  of 
the  Solano  Project  does  not  depend  on  any  engineer's  report.  You 
are  trying  to  connect  me  with  unfair  methods  in  this  report.  I  was 
employed  as  an  engineer  to  make  these  reports.  The  success  or  failure  of 
the  project  did  not  depend  upon  my  report,  or  the  reports  of  anybody 

439 


SPRING  VALLEY  WATER  CO.  VS.  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

else.  I  am  willing  to  say  that  physically  the  Solano  Project  was  a 
good  one;  had  it  been  properly  financed  and  properly  handled,  it 
would  have  made  a  success.  A  report  may  have  gone  out  of  our 
office  on  this  project  in  July,  1913,  but  I  have  no  memory  of  it.  I  was 
not  in  charge  of  this  business.  At  that  time  I  was  manager  of  the 
Los  Molinas  Land  Co.,  and  I  spent  all  of  my  time  at  Los  Molinas. 
I  came  down  to  San  Francisco  about  every  two  weeks.  I  have  no 
memory  of  a  report  of  July,  1913,  and  have  here  what  I  think  is  the 
last  report  that  we  have  issued  in  regard  to  it.  I  think  I  have  the 
same  stenographer  in  my  office  that  I  had  in  July,  1913,  but  I  did 
not  inquire  from  her  whether  she  has  any  notes  of  a  report  made  in 
July,  1913,  because  I  distinctly  remember  having  trouble  with  the 
stenographer  who  made  the  report,  as  it  was  a  stenographer  that  I 
was  not  accustomed  to  dictating  to.  I  did  not  ask  my  stenographer 
if  any  report  was  made  after  the  date  of  the  report  that  I  have  here. 
I  do  not  wish  to  be  understood  now  as  endeavoring  to  escape  responsi- 
bility for  a  report  made  in  July,  1913,  if  one  was  made  at  that  time  by 
our  firm.  I  am  as  much  responsible  as  anybody  whether  I  signed  it 
or  not.  I  do  not  wish  to  give  an  impression  that  a  report  may  have 
gone  out  in  July,  1913,  and  that  I  have  no  means  whatever  of  deter- 
mining whether  that  is  the  fact  or  not,  but  I  wish  to  give  the  im- 
pression that  I  think  I  have  the  last  report  issued  by  us,  here. 

Our  employment  by  the  Solano  Irrigated  Farms  Co.,  ceased  when 
the  company  ceased  business.  It  is  not  true  that  options  were  secured 
after  November  8,  1912,  on  these  Solano  Irrigated  lands,  upon  which 
I  was  told  to  make  a  report  to  facilitate  the  sale  of  those  lands.  I 
think  most  of  the  lands  had  been  under  option  at  the  time  that  report 
was  made.  I  made  a  number  of  reports  to  Mr.  Calhoun  prior  to 
the  report  I  have  before  me.  These  other  reports  were  on  individual 
pieces  of  property.  I  did  not  say  that  the  report  I  have  here 
was  made  for  the  purpose  of  advising  Mr.  Calhoun  what  he  could 
afford  to  pay  for  the  property.  This  report  was  made  to  enable  Mr. 
Calhoun  to  finance  the  organization,  and  for  that  purpose  only.  If  I 
made  any  subsequent  report  to  him  on  the  same  property,  it  was  to 
enable  him  to  sell  stock  in  the  company,  and  get  capital  to  carry  on 
the  development.  I  did  not  make  a  subsequent  report  to  enable  Mr. 
Calhoun  to  sell  stock  of  that  corporation.  The  purpose  for  which  I 
made  my  report  was  to  sell  stock  of  the  company,  but  I  did  not  make 
the  report  in  order  that  it  might  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  inducing 
people  to  buy  these  lands.  I  never  saw  my  name  connected  with  an 
advertisement  for  the  sale  of  that  land,  and  my  specific  agreement 
with  Mr.  Calhoun  was  that  our  name  was  not  to  be  used  to  sell  land. 
I  made  subsequent  reports  to  Mr.  Calhoun  after  November,  1912,  be- 
cause he  had  acquired  more  land,  had  outlined  a  different  irrigation 
project,  and  had  more  information  about  the  possibilities  of  irrigating 
the  land,  which  warranted  another  report.  We  had  been  gathering 
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data  all  the  time  on  the  subject,  and  we  made  an  entirely  independent 

soil  survey.    I  have  no  memory  of  reporting  to  Mr.  Calhoun  that  2000 

acres  of  this  land  was  townsite  land,  worth  $1500  an  acre.     The  office 

may  have ;  I  do  not  say  that  I  did  personally.    In  this  report  I  have      1592 

5000  acres  of  around  townsites  at  $300.    I  did  not  report  to  him  that 

there  were  8000  acres  in  reclamation  districts  worth  $400  an  acre,  but 

I  did  report  5000  acres  at  $400.    I  reported  to  him  22,765  acres  of 

class  1  land  at  $250  an  acre.    I  reported  13,720  acres  of  class  2  land 

at  $200  an  acre;  10,490  acres  of  class  3  land  at  $150  an  acre;  7,740 

acres  of  class  4  land  at  $100  an  acre.    The  report  which  I  have  differs 

from  the  one  which  you  have  handed  me  in  acreages,  values,  and  in 

the  calculation  of  the  prices  for  townsites.     The  difference  in  values 

is  the  difference  which  I  have  stated.  The  cheapest  land  in  that  report 

is  set  down  at  $100  an  acre,  and  is  also  set  down  at  the  same  price  in 

this  report  here,  but  I  would  like  to  read  the  note  just  below  this 

table,  which  will  explain  that.    "Poorer  grades  of  land  are  so  situated 

that  with  the  land  properly  subdivided,  the  better  land  will  carry 

the  poorer".    In  other  words,  the  poorer  grades  of  land  were  in  long 

narrow  strips  along  the  creeks,  and  when  subdivided  in  connection 

with  the  better,  higher  grade  land,  would  have  more  value  than  if  taken      1593 

alone. 

I  do  not  see  a  heading  of  alfalfa  in  this  report,  and  do  not  seem 
to  have  what  you  read  this  morning  about  the  butter  fat  that  a  cow 
would  produce  per  annum.  I  do  not  find  anything  in  this  report  about 
the  quantity  of  land  required  to  support  a  cow  and  a  calf,  but  I  prob- 
ably said  to  the  Solano  Irrigated  Farms  people  that  an  acre  of  that 
land  up  there  would  maintain  a  cow  per  annum,  but  it  is  not  likely 
that  I  said  that  it  would  maintain  a  cow  and  a  calf,  as  I  do  not  use  the 
term  that  way.  I  do  not  know  that  I  told  Mr.  Cahoun  that  a  good  cow  1594 
would  produce  $100  worth  of  butter  fat  per  year,  but  if  he  had  asked 
me,  I  would  have  said  so.  This  report  of  July,  1913,  agrees  with  my 
views  to  that  extent.  I  have  no  memory  of  telling  him  that  there  was 
an  opportunity  for  people  carrying  on  the  dairy  business  on  these 
Solano  lands  to  sell  fresh  cream  to  San  Francisco.  My  only  recollec- 
tion on  the  subject  was  only  so  far  as  I  have  testified.  I  do  not  re- 
member any  specific  occasion  when  I  talked  with  him  about  the  possi- 
bilities of  dairymen  on  these  lands  selling  fresh  cream  to  San  Fran- 
cisco. "We  talked  over  things  very  often.  When  I  came  here  once  in 
two  weeks  from  Los  Molinas,  I  occasionally  met  and  talked  to  Mr. 
Calhoun,  and  I  knew  he  was  then  trying  to  sell  these  Solano  Irrigated 
lands  to  the  public. 

I  may  have  told  him  that  fruit  lands  there  would  be  worth  from 
$300  to  $1000  an  acre,  but  I  have  no  memory  of  any  such  statement. 
In  very  small  tracts,  I  think,  that  is  land  which  could  be  made  worth      1595 
$1000  an  acre.    There  is  not  very  much  of  that  kind  of  land  around. 
I  regard  very  little  of  the  fruit  land  in'  California  as  worth  $1000  an 
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acre.  Citrus  land  such  as  you  find  in  Southern  California,  and  in 
the  San  Joaquin  and  Sacramento  Valleys,  is  worth  $1000  an  acre  for 
agricultural  purposes.  In  my  opinion,  none  of  these  lands  were  worth 
for  agricultural  purposes  $1000  an  acre.  I  regard  $1000  an  acre  as 
an  exorbitantly  high  price.  I  do  not  know  that  I  stated  to  Mr.  Calhoun 

1596  that  these  lands  would  yield  a  return  on  $1000  an  acre.   I  have  said 
I  regard  some  fruit  lands  worth  $1000  an  acre,  and  if  it  is  in  my  report 
that  there  were  lands  in  the  Solano  Project  that  would  yield  a  return 
on  $1000  an  acre,  it  would  be  my  intention  to  be  understood  that  there 
were  such  lands  there.    To  the  best  of  my  impression,  I  did  not  make 
any  statement  to  Mr.  Calhoun,  or  anybody  else,  that  these  lands  would 
yield  a  return  on  $1000  an  acre.     The  firm  of  Sims  &  Means  might 
have  made  that  statement  to  Mr.  Calhoun.     I  do  not  know.     I  am 
going  to  try  to  determine  whether  our  firm  made  a  report  on  this 

1597  project  on  July,  1913,  and  if  any  such  report  was  made.  I  will  be 
very  glad  to  give  it  to  you.     I  do  not  know  what  report  it  was  that 
we  gave  Mr.  Calhoun  that  he  did  not  return.    It  might  have  been  this 
report  of  July,  1913,  but  I  have  no  memory  of  it.     I  remember  Mr. 
Sims  once  remarking  that  a  certain  copy  had  been  loaned  to  Mr. 

1598  Calhoun,  and  had  not  been  returned.     I  remember  writing  one  of 
those  reports  on  the  Solano  Farms  Project,  but  I  do  not  think  I  wrote 
the  report  of  July,  1913.    I  am  not  positive  that  we  made  any  report 
of  July,  1913.     I  think  I  wrote  the  report,  a  copy  of  which  I  have 
before  me,  but  there  is  no  signature  on  it,  and  it  is  impossible  to  tell. 
I  did  not  have  charge  of  that  business  in  our  office.     It  was  done  by 
subordinates,  and  under  the  supervision  of  the  office,  but  not  under 
my  personal  supervision.    Mr.  Sims  looked  after  a  good  deal  of  it,  and 
I  gave  what  time  I  could  to  it.    I  was  not  personally  in  touch  with  the 
business  in  detail  that  some  of  the  rest  of  our  men  were.    If  an  opinion 
was  issued  from  our  office  that  60,000  acres  of  land  was  worth  16 
million  dollars,  I  certainly  was  consulted,  and  I  am  willing  to  assume 

1599  responsibility  if  it  went  out  from  our  office.    I  cannot  tell  you  whether 
it  did  go  out  of  our  office  with  my  knowledge,  but  I  am  willing  to 
assume  the  responsibility  of  it  if  it  did.    The  statements  in  the  report 
of  July,  1913,  are  far  from  being  irreconcilable  with  the  testimony 
I  have  given  this  morning.    They  are  quite  reconcilable. 

(The  witness  here  was  requested  by  Counsel  for  Plaintiff  to  read 
the  report  of  date  July,  1913.) 

1600  Parts  of  it  sound  familiar  to  me,  like  my  own  phraseology.  It  will 
be  impossible  for  me  to  give  an  opinion  on  this  report  with  several 
hours  time  in  which  to  consider  it.     I  had  looked  over  what  I  sup- 
posed you  consider  the  important  part,  and  that  is  the  chapter  on 
the  selling  value  of  the  land,  and  that  is  not  very  far  different  from 
the  values  which  I  reported  in  November,  1912,  except  that  there  has 
been  added  to  this  2,000  acres  of  townsite  land ;  there  has  been  an  in- 
crease of  price  of  one  grade  of  land  at  $25  an  acre.     I  do  not  know 

442 


SPRING  VALLEY  WATER  CO.  VS.  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

that  increasing  the  price  was  on  my  recommendation,  as  I  do  not  know 
that  this  report  is  our  report.  The  name  of  my  stenographer  is  Miss 
Smith,  and  she  has  been  with  us  two  years.  She  preserves  her  note 
books  two  years,  but  the  last  report  that  I  wrote  on  this  subject  I  did 
not  give  to  her.  She  came  to  us  about  July,  1913,  I  expect.  We  have 
an  index  and  regular  report  file  for  such  reports  as  those  made  on 
the  Solano  Project.  We  try  to  be  very  careful  not  to  let  office  copies 
get  out  of  the  office,  but  Mr.  Calhoun's  office  was  in  the  same  building,  1601 
and  I  have  a  remembrance  of  Mr.  Sims  saying  that  he  had  sent  down 
to  borrow  our  office  copy  of  a  report,  and  that  it  had  not  been  re- 
turned. The  last  report  that  I  have  any  memory  of  is  this  one  of 
November,  1912.  If  there  is  any  later  report,  that  is  the  one  which 
Mr.  Calhoun  borrowed.  I  found  two  copies  of  our  1912  report,  and 
as  I  say,  I  remember  that  somebody  had  said  that  Mr.  Calhoun  had  1602 
borrowed  a  report  and  it  had  not  been  returned,  and  I  assumed  that 
our  files  were  short  of  that  report.  I  say  it  may  have  been  some  other 
report  than  the  report  of  November,  1912,  as  we  made  a  dozen  or 
more  written  reports  to  him.  Those  reports  were  on  individual  pieces 
of  property  which  he  was  buying. 

The  Solano  Farms  Project  must  have  been  suggested  to  the  public 
early  in  1913.  I  do  not  think  it  was  prior  to  November,  1912.  I  do 
not  remember  when  their  selling  campaign  started;  it  was  along  in 
1913. 

I  would  judge  that  the  Hansen  place  was  more  protected  from 
frosts  than  the  lands  on  the  floor  of  the  Calaveras  Valley,  from  the 
topographical  relation  of  that  land  to  the  surrounding  country.  I  did 
not  examine  the  prune  trees  on  the  Hansen  land.  In  stating  that  the  !""« 
Calaveras  lands  were  not  particularly  well  adapted  for  alfalfa  grow- 
ing, I  meant,  that  without  irrigation  you  would  get  comparatively 
small  yields,  and  the  further  reason  is  that  the  Calaveras  lands  are 
pretty  heavy  adobe,  which  cracks  badly.  Practically  all  the  valley 
where  I  saw  the  land,  was  badly  cracked. 

The  west  edge  of  the  Chabot  lands  is  the  land  along  what  I  believe 
they  call  the  Laguna  Creek.  The  canal  I  understand  is  now  called 
the  creek.  I  do  not  know  that  that  creek  or  canal  is  quite  easterly 
from  the  westerly  line  of  the  Chabot  land.  I  do  not  know  the  land 
adjoining  the  Chabot  lands — the  Dougherty  land — by  that  name,  and 
unless  you  can  tell  me  more  definitely  where  it  is,  I  cannot  tell  you 
how  those  lands  were  formed. 

I  regard  the  Coyote  lands  in  Santa  Clara  Valley  as  sub-irrigated, 
and  by  that  I  mean  the  land  around  Edenvale.  I  have  been  told  that,  jgQ^ 
but  I  could  not  tell  you  by  whom.  There  are  also  sub-irrigated  lands 
down  towards  Alviso.  The  piece  that  I  know  best  is  Miles  Standish's 
ranch  down  there.  The  land  along  the  lower  part  of  the  Santa  Clara 
Valley,  towards  the  bay,  I  think  is  sub-irrigated  land.  Mr.  Steinhart 
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did  not  tell  me  that  the  Edenvale  land  was  sub-irrigated.    I  was  told 

605  a  long  time  ago,  but  I  cannot  tell  by  whom. 

It  is  my  opinion,  and  is  the  universal  rule  that  the  value  of  reser- 
voir land  for  reservoir  purposes  is  the  value  of  the  same  lands  for 
agricultural  purposes.  I  know  a  little  about  the  reservoir  sites  in  the 
Modesto  and  Turlock  district.  They  are  on  each  side  of  the  Tuolumne 
Eiver,  east  of  Modesto  and  Turlock.  I  do  not  know  a  thing  about 
the  reservoir  sites  in  the  higher  Sierras,  or  in  what  formation  they 
are  usually  found,  as  to  those  that  have  been  utilized.  I  do  not  know 
anything  about  the  reservoir  sites  in  Nevada  County,  unless  the  big 
reservoirs  of  the  Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  Company  are  there.  I  have 

606  heard  of  the  big  dam  of  Lake  Spaulding.     I  have  never  been  there, 
and  do  not  know  the  formation,  or  whether  or  not  it  is  worth  a  dollar 
for  agricultural  purposes.     Land  that  will  not  produce  vegetation 
has  no  value  for  agricultural  purposes,  but  I  do  not  say  that  such  land 
never  can  have  any  value  for  reservoir  purposes.     I  do  not  know 
whether  those  reservoir  sites  in  the  Sierras  have  any  value  for  agri- 
cultural purposes,  but  if  they  are  bare  granite,  with  no  vegetation, 
they  will  have  no  value  for  agricultural  purposes.     I  never  saw  any 
such  land.     I  do  not  know  of  the  Bowman,  the  French,   and  the 

607  Fouchrie,  and  Lake  Spaulding.    I  do  not  know  whether  they  are  ideal 
reservoir  sites.    I  do  not  know  anything  about  whether  they  are  prac- 
tically in  bare  granite  or  not.    I  would  not  care  to  express  an  opinion 
on  the  question  "if  they  were  in  granite  rather  than  in  a  country 
that  would  produce  vegetation,  would  they  be  better  or  less  adapted 
for  use  as  a  reservoir  than  if  they  would  produce  vegetation?"     If 
Calaveras  was  a  granite  bowl,  composed  of  material  which  would  not 
produce  a  spear  of  vegetation,  it  would  have  no  value  for  agricultural 
purposes,  but  it  might  have  just  as  much  value  for  reservoir  purposes 
as  if  it  had  vegetation  on  it,  and  I  think  it  would.     I  do  not  know 
anything  about  the  relative  value  of  types  of  land  for  reservoir  pur- 
poses.    I  expressed  an  opinion  on  the  value  of  land  for  agricultural 
purposes.     I  did  state  that  it  could  not  have,  and  did  not  have  any 
more  value  for  reservoir  purposes  than  for  agricultural  purposes.   The 

608  supposition  that  were  Calaveras  a  granite  bowl  on  which  no  vegeta- 
tion could  be  produced  under  the  most  approved  methods  of  farming, 
and  that  its  conformation  were  the  same  as  it  is  to-day,  what  would  its 
value  for  agricultural  purposes  be,  is  an  impossible  condition  for  a 
man  to  consider.     Its  value  for  agricultural  purposes  would  be  very 
little.    Its  only  value  could  be  in  connection  with  adjoining  lands. 

Q.     "What  would  its  value  be  in  connection  with  adjoining  lands 
if  it  were  a  granite  bowl  on  which  no  vegetation  could  be  produced? 
A.     It  is  impossible  to  consider  any  such  condition. 
Q.     And  you  refuse  to  consider  it,  do  you? 
A.     Yes;  I  don't  like  to  answer  foolish  questions. 
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Q.     You  consider  that  foolish,  do  you? 

A.  I  do.  It  is  my  opinion,  based  on  prices  I  have  seen  such  lands 
bought  for,  that  lands  for  reservoir  purposes  can  have  no  greater  value 
than  their  value  for  agricultural  purposes.  I  testified  yesterday  as  to 
the  land  I  was  acquainted  with  in  the  reclamation  service;  they  were 
bought  not  very  far  off  from  their  agricultural  value,  and  in  some 
cases,  were  bought  for  less  than  their  agricultural  value.  I  said  that 
a  friend  of  mine  had  bought  the  reservoir  lands  for  the  government;  1609 
he  bought  the  East  Park  Reservoir  site  at  Orland  at  approximately  its 
agricultural  value,  or  at  25%  above  in  the  extreme  case.  I  have  a 
letter  from  him  to  that  effect,  and  I  have  talked  with  him,  and  have 
seen  reports  to  that  effect.  I  have  also  seen  reports  from  the  reclama- 
tion service,  and  have  talked  with  other  men  about  the  value  of  those 
lands.  I  have  never  had  any  better  information,  or  would  I  ask  any 
better  information  than  the  published  reports  of  the  government  on 
the  prices  paid  for  those  lands,  and  I  have  that.  I  have  never  been 
in  the  reservoir  site,  but  I  know  of  my  own  personal  knowledge  the  1610 
general  market  value  of  lands  in  that  neighborhood,  and  have  known 
it  for  a  good  many  years.  I  cannot  think  of  a  sale  there.  I  have  seen 
property  offered  for  sale  in  that  neighborhood,  and  have  gained  from 
that  a  general  impression  of  the  value  of  those  lands.  I  do  not  know 
whether  these  people  who  sold  land  for  that  reservoir  site  had  other 
lands  in  the  locality  which  they  desired  to  irrigate.  It  is  not  likely, 
because  the  reservoir  is  a  long  way  from  the  irrigated  land,  and  I  think 
it  is  a  fair  assumption  that  the  people  who  owned  the  reservoir  land 
had  no  lands  that  were  to  be  irrigated. 

When  I  stated  that  reservoir  lands  could  have  no  greater  value 
than  the  value  they  have  for  agricultural  purposes,  and  that  that  ap- 
plied to  the  Calaveras,  I  knew  that  there  was  a  need  for  a  reservoir 
there  to  supply  San  Francisco  with  water.  I  think  it  was  a  great 
need.  1611 

Q.  Then  do  we  understand  you  to  say  that  a  need  for  reservoirs 
for  domestic  water  could  not  exist  on  the  easterly  side  of  the  bay, 
that  would  make  any  property  there  available  for  reservoirs  of  greater 
value  for  reservoir  purposes  than  its  value  agriculturally  ? 

A.  I  mean  that  I  think  there  is  an  additional  value  in  there,  but 
I  regard  that  as  a  water  right  value,  not  as  a,  land  value.  I  pretend 
to  know  nothing  about  water  right  values,  and  am  not  expressing  an 
opinion  upon  them.  I  would  separate  that  value  from  the  land;  I 
think  it  would  be  the  cleanest  way  to  get  an  accurate  estimate  of  the 
value  of  the  property.  I  have  not  heard  that  suggested  by  anybody 
since  I  was  employed  in  this  case.  There  may  be  eases  where  the  land  1612 
available  for  reservoir  purposes  has  some  other  value  than  an  agri- 
cultural value.  I  have  considered  only  agricultural  values.  In  my 
consideration  of  the  value  of  property,  I  like  to  divide  the  property 
into  certain  units,  so  that  I  can  get  a  basis  of  value.  If  I  were  valuing  1613 
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a  water  supply  system,  I  would  value  the  land.  I  would  value  the 
water  rights  entirely  separately,  because  I  think  you  can  come  to  a 
better  judgment  as  to  values.  I  have  no  special  information  which 
served  as  a  basis  or  foundation  for  that  statement. 

As  far  as  I  know,  the  comparison  I  draw  between  the  value  of 
land  for  agricultural  purposes,  and  its  value  for  reservoir  purposes, 
originates  with  me.  I  think  that  that  opinion  must  have  been  ex- 
pressed before,  and  I  have  talked  to  a  number  of  engineers  recently 
on  that  very  point,  and  every  man  I  have  talked  to  has  agreed  with 
me.  After  having  talked  with  them  on  the  subject,  I  came  here  and 
gave  my  impression,  and  I  regard  such  an  opinion  as  that,  of  value. 
It  seems  to  me  it  enables  you  to  get  at  a  better  judgment  of  water 
right  values.  If  you  commence  to  put  the  intangibles  in  all  sorts  of 
places  in  estimating  the  value  of  property,  I  think  you  cannot  come 
at  a  proper  judgment  of  the  value  of  those  intangibles.  I  do  not  care 
to  testify  to  water  rights,  because  I  do  not  care  to  testify  on  things 
I  have  not  made  a  special  study  of,  and  I  have  not  made  a  special 
study  of  that.  I  have  made  no  special  study  for  the  purpose  of  deter- 
mining whether  lands  available  for  reservoir  purposes  never  have  a 
value  greater  than  their  agricultural  value,  because  this  subject  does 
not  require  in  my  opinion  any  special  study.  Aside  from  the  informa- 
tion which  I  got  from  other  engineers,  I  have  the  information 
which  I  have  testified  to  as  to  the  actual  cost  of  lands  in  reservoirs. 
I  think  that  is  sufficient.  I  have  other  information  on  the  subject  of 
the  relative  value  of  lands  for  reservoir  and  for  agricultural  purposes, 
except  hearsay,  such  as  the  purchases  which  I  testified  to  yesterday, 
where  the  land  had  been  bought  for  what  I  considered  its  agricultural 
value,  or  less. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  had  first  hand  knowledge  of  those. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 

I  stated  yesterday  that  I  had  charge  of  the  Truckee-Carson 
Project,  and  had  access  to  the  records  where  the  facts  in  connection 
with  those  sales  were  recorded.  First  hand  knowledge  means  some 
personal  contact  with  the  facts  in  the  case.  I  do  not  see  why  it  should 
apply  that  personal  knowledge  means  knowledge  as  the  transaction 
is  taking  place.  I  went  back  among  the  records  to  determine  what 
was  paid,  and  what  was  the  value  of  the  land  for  agricultural  purposes, 
because  I  was  interested  in  determining  values  at  that  time.  The  La 
Hontan  Reservoir  was  the  particular  purchase  that  I  mentioned  yes- 
terday, and  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  was  one  of  the  sellers, 
and  got  $1.25  an  acre,  I  think.  The  lands  were  desert  valley  lands, 
susceptible  of  irrigation.  I  did  not  get  the  market  value  of  the  lands 
from  the  records.  That  was  my  own  opinion.  The  market  value  was 
about  what  they  were  sold  for,  I  think,  and  that  was  about  the 
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price  such  lands  had  been  sold  for.  Other  sales  took  place  at  that 
price,  according  to  my  own  knowledge,  further  down  the  valley.  R.  L. 
Douglas  made  sales  of  much  better  land  at  from  $5  to  $10  an  acre. 
I  didn't  mean  to  say  any  other  lands  were  sold  at  $1.25,  the  price  the 
Southern  Pacific  sold  it  for.  The  Douglas  land  is  in  Churchill  Valley, 
in  Nevada,  and  the  nearest  town  is  Fallon. 

I  regard  the  market  price  of  Calaveras  for  reservoir  purposes  as 
having  the  same  value  as  its  market  value  for  agricultural  purposes. 
I  do  not  know  in  toto  what  its  market  value  for  agricultural  purposes 
is,  and  it  would  be  impossible  from  my  testimony  here  to  tell  what  1618 
that  was  in  the  aggregate,  because  I  have  not  made  sufficient  examina- 
tion of  the  lands  for  me  to  get  the  acreages  of  the  various  quantities  of 
land.  I  do  know  the  value  of  the  types  of  land  for  agricultural  pur- 
poses, but  I  do  not  know  the  aggregate  value.  In  the  Calaveras  Reser- 
voir site  there  are  three  types  of  land,  the  flat  bottom  valley  land,  the 
hill  farming  land,  and  the  grazing  land.  The  hill  farming  land  is 
not  of  a  uniform  value  all  the  way  through.  I  would  say  that  its 
value  for  reservoir  purposes  is  as  great  as  its  value  for  agricultural 
purposes.  If  it  is  worth  for  agricultural  purposes  three  times  the  ag- 
gregate of  the  figure  I  place  upon  it,  I  do  not  know  that  it  would  be 
worth  three  times  those  figures  for  reservoir  purposes ;  you  could  carry 
that  to  the  other  extreme.  In  neither  extreme  can  you  say  strictly 
that  that  rule  would  apply  where  land  is  tremendously  valuable.  If  it 
is  worth  buying  for  a  reservoir,  it  is  worth  its  agricultural  price. 

Q.  "What  do  you  mean  by  saying,  you  cannot  apply  either  ex- 
treme ;  do  you  mean  to  say  that  there  may  be  cases  where  for  reservoir 
purposes  it  would  be  worth  more  than  for  agricultural  purposes  ? 

A.  I  don't  know  anything  about  that.  There  might  be  such  a 
case;  I  don't  know  anything  about  that. 

Q.    Would  you  say  that  Calaveras  is  not  such  a  case? 

A.     I  don't  know  anything  about  that. 


TWENTY-FIFTH  HEARING.          AUGUST  27, 1915. 

Witnesses :  THOMAS  H.  MEANS  and  W.  D.  HATCH. 

CHAS.  S.  MCDONALD  and  M.  G.  CALLAGHAN, 
for  Defendant. 

CROSS   EXAMINATION   BY   MR.    MCCUTCHEN.  1620 

Certain  corrections  noted  in  the  transcript. 

I  cannot  find  any  later  report  on  the  Solano  Irrigated  Farms      1621 
Project  than  the  one  I  have.    I  have  been  at  two  of  the  dam  sites,  and 
am  familiar  with  them,  of  the  Modesto  and  Turlock  irrigation  district. 
They  are  in  a  foothill  country — agricultural — east  of  Modesto,  and  are 
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on  each  side  of  the  Tuolumne  River.  That  country  is  rather  a  dif- 
ferent class  than  the  foothill  country  in  Calaveras.  It  is  generally  a 
rolling  foothill  region  where  hard-pan  is  very  abundant.  Some  of  the 
land  is  partly  farmed  for  grain.  I  think  it  is  better  farming  land 

1622  than  the  hill  land  over  in  Calaveras,  although  I  would  not  call  it  good 
farming  land.     I  do  not  know  the  price  it  originally  sells  for  for 
farming  purposes.    I  do  not  know  the  prices  the  Modesto  and  Turlock 
irrigation  district  paid  for  the  lands  for  reservoir  purposes,  or  whether 
they  acquired  the  land  at  the  market  value  as  agricultural  land.    Testi- 
fying about  the  Edenvale  lands,  it  was  my  intention  to  create  the  im- 
pression that  those  lands  had  particular  value  on  account  of  the  fact 
that  they  were  sub-irrigated,  and  I  would  add  to  their  value  what  the 
presence  of  sub-irrigation  would  save  over  the  cost  of  irrigation. 

I  never  made  an  estimate  of  the  value  of  the  orchard  which  I 
had  charge  of  near  Cupertino.  It  was  taken  over  by  the  Hind  Estate 
Co.,  in  the  form  of  a  trade,  so  I  could  get  no  information  as  to  what 
it  actually  cost  them.  If  it  had  been  sub-irrigated,  it  would  have  been 
worth  as  much  more  as  the  difference,  due  to  the  cost  which  we  had  to 

1623  add  to  it  to  get  an  irrigation  system  on  it.    I  do  not  know  of  a  single 
sale  of  prune  land  in  that  locality,  but  I  have  an  impression  of  the 
market  value  of  such  land.     I  have  been  upon  that  land  once  a 
month  on  an  average  for  six  or  eight  months,  and  stayed  there  during 
the  day  each  time.    I  did  not  make  more  of  a  study  of  the  Calaveras 
lands  on  the  floor  of  the  valley  than  I  made  of  this  land  at  Cupertino. 

1624  Mr.  Hind  had  agreed  to  pay  us  a  certain  sum  for  the  management 
of  the  property,  and  I  could  not  see  that  that  property  would  justify 
him  in  paying  such  a  fee  to  us,  so  I  voluntarily  went  to  him,  and 
offered  to  relieve  him  of  that  management,  which  offer  he  accepted. 
At  that  time  I  based  my  estimates  on  that  land  being  worth  $400  an 
acre,  and  at  that  valuation  I  did  not  believe  Mr.  Hind  could  afford 
to  pay  us  the  sum  he  had  agreed  to  for  management.    That  gives  you 
an  idea  of  my  estimate  of  its  value.    I  do  not  know  what  other  prune 
land  in  that  same  locality  is  worth,  although  I  have  heard  of  sales.    I 
have  made  no  special  study  of  the  market  value  of  the  lands,  so  I 
cannot  give  you  any  information  which  would  bear  upon  the  market 
value  of  any  land  in  Santa  Clara  County.     I  do  know  the  market 

1625  value  of  land  in  Santa  Clara  County,  but  the  information  is  not  first 
hand  information.    I  have  heard  of  the  sale  of  the  Llagas  ranch,  and 
I  think  the  sale  price  was  higher  than  I  would  recommend  to  anybody 
to  pay  for  it.    I  know  something  about  the  market  value  of  the  Miles 
Standish  land,  near  Alviso,  which  is  a  silt-loam  soil,  and  runs  along 
the  west  bank  of  Coyote  Creek.    It  is  a  mile  and  a  half  or  two  miles 

1626  from  Alviso.    I  know  something  of  some  values  at  Los  Altos.     I  had 
something  to  do  with  the  Horace  Hill  place,  but  I  cannot  give  you 
the  price  he  paid  for  it.     I  do  not  regard  the  Horace  Hill  property 
worth  what  he  paid  for  it  for  agricultural  purposes.    He  bought  the 

448 


Means 

SPRING  VALLEY  WATER  CO.  VS.  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

property  for  a  home,  and  not  for  a  farm.  We  laid  out  plans  for 
some  farming  operations  there,  and  he  advised  with  us  about  the 
method  of  putting  the  land  in  shape  for  what  he  was  going  to  plant 
it  to.  He  planted  some  alfalfa,  and  he  had  some  orchard,  and  he 
wanted  to  make  what  he  could  out  of  the  property.  He  did  this  under 
the  advice  of  our  office,  but  I  have  not  heard  that  he  carried  it  out.  I 
know  of  no  other  sales  in  Santa  Clara  County.  1627 

I  would  regard  the  region  in  the  neighborhood  of  the  Miles  Stand- 
ish  place  as  sub-irrigated,  and  the  area  around  him  as  partly  sub- 
irrigated.  That  land  is  lying  between  the  end  of  the  bay  and  San 
Jose,  but  I  do  not  know  how  far  toward  San  Jose  the  land  is  sub- 
irrigated.  It  must  extend  further  south  than  the  south  line  of  the 
Standish  land,  because  I  have  seen  evidences  of  it.  How  far  south  I 
have  seen  evidences,  I  cannot  remember.  I  know  nothing  about  irriga-  1628 
tion  around  Edenvale,  but  the  farmers  irrigate  the  surface  of  the 
ground  there.  They  do  it  because  it  needs  more  water,  and  if  they 
irrigated  generally,  it  would  be  conclusive  evidence  that  the  land  was 
not  sub-irrigated  sufficiently  to  produce  crops.  I  did  not  intend  to 
give  the  impression  that  there  was  no  advantage  in  sub-irrigated  land 
over  land  irrigated  artificially,  as  there  are  advantages  in  both  methods 
of  irrigation ;  in  some  cases  one  may  be  better  than  the  other.  I  have 
recommended  sub-irrigation,  and  have  recommended  irrigation ;  condi- 
tions have  differed. 

Referring  to  Solano  Farms  report  of  1912:  There  .were  5000  acres 
at  $400  an  acre,  and  I  think  that  land  is  worth  $400  an  acre ;  22,765  1629 
acres  at  $250  an  acre.  This  land  would  be  worth  that  under  the  con- 
ditions in  which  it  was  to  be  placed.  This  report  contemplated  the 
building  of  a  large  irrigation  system,  and  good  roads.  The  establish- 
ment of  a  town,  electric  lines,  water  transportation,  planting  of  shade 
trees  along  the  roads,  and  the  general  development  and  beautification 
of  the  country,  making  it  as  closely  as  could  be  an  ideal  close  settle- 
ment community;  and  for  sale  in  small  tracts.  I  believe  the  buyer 
would  be  justified  in  paying  that  price  for  class  1  land  in  that  neigh- 
borhood. 

The  next  item,  13,720  acres,  at  $200  an  acre,  is  worth  that  under 
the  conditions  I  have  stated  above.  The  next  item,  10,490  acres  at 
$150  is  worth  that  under  the  same  conditions.  The  next  item,  7,440 
acres  at  $100  an  acre,  does  not  include  the  1200  acres  of  salt  marsh 
land,  as  that  was  not  included  in  this  estimate.  The  total  acreage 
is  64,415  acres.  As  I  understand  it,  the  salt  marsh  land  did  not  belong 
to  the  Solano  Irrigated  Farms  Co.  The  7,000  odd  acres  are  still 
worth  $100  an  acre  in  connection  with  the  high  land.  This  table  is  1630 
based  upon  the  fact  that  the  poorer  grades  of  land  are  so  situated 
that  with  the  lands  properly  sold,  the  better  lands  will  carry  the 
poorer.  In  the  subdivision  of  this  property,  in  connection  with  the 
poorer  land,  the  good  land  would  raise  the  value  of  the  poorer  land. 
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The  poorer  land  could  be  drained  and  used  for  the  same  purpose  for 
which  the  other  land  could  be  used,  and  might  eventually  be  made 
good  land.  The  7,000  odd  acres  were  not  worth  as  much  as  the  maxi- 
mum value  which  the  best  land  in  Calaveras  has.  Calaveras  Valley 
is  a  small,  isolated  valley,  away  back  in  the  mountains,  with  no  devel- 

1631  opment,  no  good  roads,  and  hard  to  get  out  of  in  the  Winter.  Here  they 
contemplated  a  development  where  excellent  roads  would  be  built, 
and  where  a  close  settlement  community  would  be  established.     The 
length  of  time  it  would  take  to  establish  that  close  settlement  commu- 
nity would  depend  upon  the  rate  of  development.    I  do  not  know  how 
long  it  would  take  trees  to  grow  there;  they  seem  to  grow  as  rapidly 
there  as  in  most  places,  and  I  know  that  it  was  habitable  without  the 
trees,  and  that  people  were  living  in  that  community  at  that  time. 
I  do  not  know  how  many  people  were  actually  living  there  at  the  time 
I  made  that  report,  as  I  never  counted  them.     It  was  in  large  areas 
before  we  went  in  there,  and  there  were  not  very  many  farm  houses 
because  the  farms  were  large. 

RE-DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.   STEINHART. 

I  have  notes  as  to  the  Brandt-Hansen  piece  that  were  made  at 
the  time  I  was  on  the  property  on  the  first  trip  made  on  the  13th  of 

1632  August.    I  was  also  on  the  place  on  the  trip  when  we  went  up  the  high 
ridge.     On  the  first  day  we  went  through  the  portion  known  as  the 
Calaveras  road  on  this  Map  18,  parcel  b-268.    The  next  day  we  went  on 
this  place  from  the  Weller  road.     The  Brandt-Hansen  place  runs 
up  on  top  of  the  hills  on  the  west  side  of  the  valley,  nearly  to  the 
"Weller  road;  very  rough  and  hilly,  except  about  75  acres  which  is 
farmable.     The  estimate  of  farmable  acreage  was  gathered  from  con- 
versation which  took  place  in  the  party,  and  that  is  purely  hearsay. 
On  the  second  trip  I  said  that  the  Brandt-Hansen  place  is  high  hills, 
some  grain  and  hay  lands,  some  of  it  rather  steep,  in  places  rolling 
hills,  would  make  good  rolling  grain  and  hay  land,  not  any  farms. 
That  was  taking  it  from  the  upper  portion. 

1633  Priesker  place,  i-268;  rolling  grass  covered  hills,  soil  generally 
dark  and  heavy.    Grass  good  in  some  places,  rocky;  slopes  in  places 
very  steep ;  measured  some  from  25  to  30  degrees  slope ;  the  hay  crop 
which  is  farmable  is  worth  $30  per  acre,  but  the  steep  slopes  which  are 
brush  covered  would  be  dear  at  $5.     Hay  crop  on  this  place  seems 
very  light ;  don 't  believe  it  is  over  half  ton  per  acre ;  is  now  cocked, 
and  cocks  are  very  thin ;  we  stepped  out  two  acres  of  the  best  of  the 
land,  and  found  21  cocks  in  these  two  acres;  this  is  the  best  of  the 
land;  much  of  the  land  has  not  half  of  this,  and  the  hay  is  very  poor 

1634  quality.     These  notes  were  taken  while  I  was  on  the  ground. 

Weller  place :  High,  rough  and  rocky ;  brush  and  trees ;  very  little 
farming  land ;  fine  spring ;  small  orchard ;  small  area  of  farming  land ; 
farming  land  $20,  grazing  $5. 
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I  was  connected  with  the  Solano  Irrigated  Project  merely  as  an 
engineer,  and  had  no  other  connection  with  the  company.  It  was 
Mr.  Calhoun's  plan  to  have  us  take  charge  of  the  improvements,  the 
laying  out  of  the  trees,  the  roads,  etc.,  but  he  never  got  to  a  point 
where  he  could  put  us  in  charge  of  it.  When  we  made  our  report,  we 
did  not  have  that  part  of  the  work. 

It  is  generally  true  that  rainfall  increases  as  the  elevation  in- 
creases, but  that  rainfall  may  not  have  any  more  value  on  the  higher  1635 
and  steeper  land,  as  it  may  all  run  off.  In  regard  to  the  Weller  piece, 
on  steep  land  of  that  character,  with  considerable  parts  of  rock,  a  1636 
great  deal  of  the  rainfall  would  run  off  rapidly,  and  do  no  good.  I 
saw  no  evidence  that  there  would  be  any  greater  benefit  from  rainfall 
there  than  on  the  lower  lands.  I  did  not  mean  to  give  the  impression 
that  the  Hansen  land  was  comparable  with  the  Weller,  except  in  imme- 
diate surface  soil.  In  the  Hansen  place  you  have  a  lower  south  slope, 
where  there  is  a  deeper,  more  fertile  soil ;  on  the  Weller  place  you  have 
the  high,  bald  thin  hill  tops,  and  while  the  soil  may  be  adobe  in  both 
cases,  they  are  of  different  values  for  farming  purposes.  The  Hansen 
land,  and  the  Brandt-Hansen  land  are  not  comparable  for  the  same 
reasons  as  apply  to  the  Weller  place.  The  Rouse  piece  and  the  Brandt- 
Hansen  piece  are  not  comparable,  except  on  the  immediate  surface  soil. 
Both  are  adobes,  but  I  consider  the  Rouse  piece  is  very  much  better. 
The  Rouse  piece  and  the  Weller  piece  are  not  comparable,  as  the  Rouse  1637 
piece  is  very  similar  to  the  Hansen  property,  and  the  same  reasoning 
would  apply.  The  apricot  orchard  on  the  Rouse  piece,  in  its  present 
state,  is  in  good  shape;  it  is  probably  only  a  year  old,  but  that  is  no 
assurance  at  all  that  it  will  ever  come  into  maturity.  I  would  expect 
only  fair  prune  crops  in  Calaveras.  I  would  expect  the  prunes  there 
to  be  later  than  grows  in  the  lower  land  around  San  Jose,  and  I  would 
expect  that  lateness  to  be  a  material  factor  in  the  value  of  that  country 
for  prune  purposes.  I  said  I  knew  nothing  about  irrigation  at  Eden-  1638 
vale.  I  have  looked  up  the  matter  of  soil  in  that  neighborhood  in  the 
government  soil  map,  and  my  opinion  now  is  that  the  Calaveras  lands 
are  comparable  to  the  adobe  lands  which  lay  a  short  distance  to  the 
west  of  the  Edenvale  Station,  but  they  are  not  comparable  to  the  land  1639 
directly  around  Edenvale  Station.  I  said  that  I  did  not  expect  cli- 
matic conditions  in  Edenvale,  as  compared  with  the  conditions  in  Cal- 
averas, to  vary  a  great  deal.  Calaveras  being  higher  and  in  the  mount- 
ains, should  have  a  little  more  rainfall,  should  be  a  little  colder  in 
Winter,  and  perhaps  have  more  severe  frost  conditions  in  the  Spring. 
The  rule  is  that  in  the  mountains  you  get  more  severe  frost  condi- 
tions, particularly  where  air  drainage  is  not  good,  and  as  the  Calaveras 
Valley  is  a  small  pocket  in  the  mountains,  the  cold  air  would  settle 
there,  and  I  would  expect  more  severe  frosts  than  in  the  open  Santa 
Clara  Valley.  I  would  not  expect  the  same  condition  as  to  frost  on 
the  Hansen  side  of  the  hill.  There  is  a  thermal  belt  along  the  base 
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of  those  hills.  When  I  stated  yesterday  that  the  Edenvale  lands 
would  not  have  any  advantage  over  the  Calaveras  lands,  so  far  as 
productivity  is  concerned,  if  the  Calaveras  lands  were  watered  equally 
well,  I  was  referring  to  the  adobe  soil  at  Edenvale,  and  I  would  ex- 
pect that  you  could  produce  good  crops  on  the  Calaveras  land  if  it 

1640  were  watered  well.     The  production  of  crops  alone  is  not  the  only 
factor.    Edenvale  is  located  closer  to  transportation.    Calaveras  Valley 
is  more  or  less  isolated,  and  there  is  a  mountain  to  climb  over  in  going 
to  market. 

There  is  a  considerable  difference,  so  far  as  accessibility  is  con- 
cerned, between  the  Solano  Project  and  the  Calaveras  Project.  The 
time  of  getting  produce  to  market  is  not  appreciably  different,  but 
Solano  has  water  transportation  within  four  miles  of  almost  all  parts 
of  that  project,  has  electric  lines  now  built,  and  others  contemplated, 
and  has  steam  railroads,  giving  it  far  greater  transportation  facili- 
ties, and  a  variety  of  transportation  facilities,  which  Calaveras  Val- 
ley does  not  have.  Practically  all  land  in  California  that  is  deep 
and  fertile  will  grow  alfalfa  with  water.  I  do  not  think  that  beets  as 
an  economic  proposition  would  be  successful  in  Calaveras  on  account 

1641  of  the  cost  of  hauling  them  out.     Successful  beet  farming  must  be 
pretty  close  to  a  beet  factory,  or  rail  transportation. 

I  would  expect  a  considerable  variation  in  the  soil  depth  in  Cala- 
veras Valley,  largely  from  the  way  in  which  this  soil  has  apparently 
been  deposited  there ;  there  seems  to  have  been  a  mountain  valley  which 
has  been  partially  filled  up  with  debris  brought  in  from  the  little  side 
streams.  I  would  not  expect  great  uniformity  in  depth  of  soil  on  that 
account. 

I  found  the  little  creek  along  the  corn  field  to  be  about  16  feet 
deep  from  the  surface  of  the  soil  to  the  bottom  of  the  creek.  I  found 
a  creek  over  near  the  south  prune  orchard  to  be  cut  down  about  ten 
feet  below  the  level  of  the  surrounding  ground.  That  would  mean 

1642  to  me  that  sub-surface  irrigation  at  those  points  would  be  down  at 
least  to  those  depths,  because  there  were  no  evidences  of  water  coming 
along  the  sides  of  those  banks  at  any  higher  elevation.    There  was  no 
evidence  of  water  in  the  deep  creek;  in  the  creek  in  the  neighbor- 
hood of  the  south  prune  orchard  I  saw  a  little  north  of  the  orchard 
a  little  puddle,  as  though  it  had  not  yet  dried  up.    When  I  said  that  I 
knew  of  no  obstacle  to  the  shipment  of  sweet  cream  from  Calaveras 
to  San  Francisco  except  the  distance,  I  meant,  in  a  sense,  the  haul. 
The  actual  distance  is  not  prohibitory.    Calaveras  is  in  a  mountain  val- 
ley, where  the  roads  are  very  bad  in  the  Winter,  and  where  trans- 
portation probably  would  be  very  difficult  and  costly.     There  was  no 
appreciable  difference  between  the  hill  lands  in  Calaveras  and  Solano, 
except  as  to  depth.     The  hill  lands  at  Solano,  so  far  as  they  were  to 
be  irrigated,  were  only  the  very  lowest  slopes,  which  were  generally 

1643  of  the  deeper  soil.    The  character  of  the  soil  was  all  that  I  had  in  mind. 
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The  fact  that  the  Calaveras  property  was  held  and  owned  in  one 
interest  played  comparatively  little  part  in  my  valuation.  When  I 
was  in  the  field  I  gave  that  absolutely  no  consideration.  I  will  have 
to  admit  that  the  cross  examination  confused  me  a  little  bit,  and  when 
Mr.  McCutchen  mentioned  that  point,  it  came  to  my  mind  that  that 
was  a  point,  and  should  have  been  considered,  but  it  played  no  part 
in  my  valuation,  because  the  notes  were  all  made  in  the  field  as  to  what 
my  impression  as  to  the  value  of  the  land  was.  When  I  said  we  lunched 
at  the  Hansen  place,  I  meant  that  we  ate  lunch  out  in  front  of  his 
house  on  the  road.  1644 

Calaveras  would  not  be,  in  my  opinion,  a  good  country  to  establish 
dairying  in  on  account  of  its  isolation,  and  the  lack  of  opportunity 
to  produce  green  feed,  which  is  so  necessary  to  successful  dairying. 
I  would  not  regard  the  Calaveras  land  as  comparable  with  the  Solano 
Project  so  far  as  its  subdi visional  possibilities  are  concerned,  for  the 
reason  that  Calaveras  Valley  is  a  small  isolated  valley,  with  no  large 
area  of  good  lands,  such  as  would  be  required  to  build  up  a  subdi- 
visional  proposition  on  any  scale.  There  are  no  facilities  for  irriga- 
tion, which  would  be  necessary  to  be  a  subdivision  comparable  with 
Solano.  Another  important  objection  to  me  is  that  if  that  were  sub- 
divided the  value  on  a  good  deal  of  the  hill  land  would  be  in  a  measure 
reduced.  I  regard  the  Calaveras  Valley  as  adapted  to  the  cattle  busi- 
ness, because  then,  I  believe,  you  would  get  the  greatest  value  out 
of  the  property  as  a  whole.  Transportation  facilities  would  play  a 
very  decided  part.  At  Solano  you  have  water,  electric  and  steam  1645 
transportation;  at  Calaveras  you  have  no  means  of  transportation. 
Had  I  seen  an  orchard  or  vineyard  in  the  southerly  portion  of  the 
valley,  it  would  not  have  played  any  part  in  my  ideas  as  to  the  val- 
uation, because  it  is  possible  to  grow  a  mediocre  fruit  on  a  good  deal 
of  that  hill  land. 

I  did  not  mean  to  say  that  if  land,  for  example,  has  a  residential 
value,  the  only  test  in  regards  to  its  reservoir  value  would  be  its  agri- 
cultural value,  because  I  think  that  where  the  property  has  a  resi- 
dential value,  that  would  affect  the  matter.     In  connection  with  the       1646 
high  lands  in  the  Solano  Project,  I  put  a  valuation  of  $100  an  acre. 

RE-CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.    MCCUTCHEN. 

Q.  Will  you  refer  to  your  1912  Solano  report  and  give  me  that 
list  of  values  again.  I  show  you  this  report  of  July.  1913,  and  I  read 
from  page  28: 

"In  older  countries  such  as  Europe  and  parts  of  Africa,  land 
*'  values  have  reached  prices  of  from  $400  to  $600  per  acre,  and  it  is 
"to  be  expected  that  within  a  comparatively  few  years  similar  prices 
"will  rule  in  this  state.  The  following  values  we  believe  are  conserva- 
tive"— then  follows  this  list  of  figures.  Do  you  approve  or  disap- 
prove that  statement  ? 
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A.  Taken  in  connection  with  the  rest  of  it,  that  sounds  reason- 
able, because  the  chapter  is  headed  ' '  Selling  value  of  land ' '. 

Q.     Then  you  approve  that  statement,  do  you? 

A.  Taken  in  connection  with  the  whole  chapter  so  far  as  I  have 
read  it,  I  would. 

Q.  I  read  you  again  from  page  29 :  "  The  estimate  of  $400  per 
''acre  as  a  value  for  reclamation  lands  is  conservative.  Reclamation 
"districts  of  this  nature  are  among  the  finest  lands  of  this  country 
' '  and  they  have  a  ready  market  value  in  large  blocks  of  from  $350  to 
"$400  per  acre'." 

1647  Do  you  endorse  that  statement? 

A.  That  is  exactly  what  I  have  heard  of  land  owners  on  Grand 
Island,  which  is  just  across  the  channel  from  the  land  the  Solano  people 
intended  to  reclaim. 

Q.    Do  you  endorse  that  statement  ? 

A.     Yes,  I  think  that  is  true. 

Q.  "Selling  in  small  tracts  at  $400  per  acre  would  be  a  nominal 
valuation  " ;  do  you  endorse  that  ? 

A.  I  do  when  you  consider  the  fact  that  these  small  tracts  con- 
template the  establishment  of  irrigation  systems,  and  the  building  of 
roads,  and  the  other  improvements  I  mentioned. 

I  do  not  acknowledge  the  authorship  of  that  report,  but  I  believe 
that  $400  for  the  reclamation  land  would  be  only  a  nominal  valua- 
tion. 

Beets  cannot  be  grown  successfully  in  Calaveras  Valley  on  ac- 
count of  the  difficulties  of  transportation,  and  lack  of  water  for  irriga- 
tion. The  cost  of  transportation  out  of  the  valley  would  alone  con- 

1648  demn  it  for  beet  land  purposes.    I  estimate  it  would  cost  at  least  $2 
a  ton  to  haul  beets  to  where  they  could  be  loaded  on  the  cars.    I  do  not 
know  what  the  cubical  contents  of  a  ton  of  beets  is,  and  as  to  how 
many  tons  there  might  be  loaded  on  a  vehicle  on  which  it  would  cost 
$2  a  ton  to  transport  it,  that  would  depend  entirely  upon  the  kind  of 
vehicle  you  use.    I  am  not  here  as  an  expert  on  beet  growing,  but  I 
say  that  beet  growing  could  not  be  successfully  carried  on  in  the  Cal- 
averas, because  I  think  the  cost  of  hauling  them  out  would  exceed  the 
price  people  would  pay  for  them.     I  learned  something  about  the 
cost  of  transporting  beets  out  of  Calaveras  Valley  from  people  who 

1649  were  hauling  stuff  out.    I  know  it  costs  a  good  deal  of  money  to  haul 
produce  of  any  sort  over  mountain  roads,  and  the  number  of  tons 
that  could  be  transported  in  a  vehicle  suitable  for  the  purpose  from 
Calaveras  Valley  to  a  point  of  railway  shipment,  would  depend  on 
the  kind  of  vehicle.    I  would  recommend  no  kind  of  a  vehicle.    I  would 
not  recommend  the  growing  of  beets  in  the  valley.     I  had  in  mind 
a  four-wheel  wagon,  with  a  bed  truck  on  it,  when  I  said  that  it  would 
cost  $2  a  ton  to  haul  beets  out.     I  do  not  know  anything  about  the 
size  of  bed  trucks,  but  I  do  know  that  is  what  they  haul  beets  to 
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market  in.  I  do  not  know  how  many  tons  of  beets  those  trucks  hold,  1650 
but  assuming  that  it  would  hold  five  tons,  it  would  probably  cost  35 
cents  a  ton  a  mile  to  haul  five  tons  from  there  to  Milpitas.  I  base  that 
on  my  experience  as  to  the  general  cost  of  hauling  farm  produce.  If 
I  had  five  tons  on  the  wagon  it  would  cost  me  $1.75  per  mile  to  haul 
that  load.  I  have  had  considerable  freighting  experience  in  various 
properties  of  which  I  have  had  charge  in  Sacramento  Valley  and  in 
Nevada.  I  do  not  know  how  many  trips  could  be  made  from  Cala- 
veras  Valley  to  Milpitas  in  a  day.  I  should  think  that  one  could,  but 
I  make  no  assumption  that  two  could,  or  could  not  be  made.  I  do 
not  know  what  the  wages  would  be  for  a  man  to  drive  this  wagon.  1651 
The  wages  for  teamsters  vary  a  great  deal.  The  cost  of  keeping  the 
horses  would  depend  on  the  cost  of  the  feed,  and  I  do  not  know  the 
cost  of  feed  in  Calaveras  Valley.  To  get  at  the  35  cents  per  ton  per 
mile,  I  used  figures  that  I  have  as  to  the  cost  of  hauling  over  various 
types  of  country.  I  think  it  would  also  cost  the  same  price  to  haul 
grain  out  of  there,  and  also  hay.  Hay,  from  information  I  have,  would 
probably  cost  more.  I  assume  it  would  cost  $2  to  haul  hay  to  Milpitas. 
I  do  not  know  what  they  would  get  for  beets  in  the  market,  as  I  do 
not  know  the  present  market  price  of  beets.  I  have  known  the  market 
price  of  beets,  when  I  was  connected  with  sugar  beet  work.  The  price  1652 
then  was  a  sliding  scale  of  $5  per  ton,  with  a  premium  for  beets  over 
a  certain  percentage  of  sugar.  I  make  no  assumption  as  to  the  growth 
of  beets  on  that  Calaveras  land  at  all.  I  do  not  think  they  could  be 
commercially  produced  on  account  of  the  expensive  haul  out  of  the 
valley,  but  the  production  per  acre  would  not  have  anything  to  do 
with  that.  The  fact  alone  of  expensive  haul  stopped  my  further  con- 
sideration of  the  matter.  I  made  no  consideration  as  to  grain,  because 
I  saw  no  grain  grown  there.  I  gave  no  consideration  to  the  question  1653 
of  growing  barley  in  the  valley  at  all,  although  I  would  think  it  could 
be  grown.  It  would  not  necessarily  be  prohibitive  on  account  of  the 
high  cost  of  transportation.  Barley  is  a  more  condensed  crop.  Its 
value  per  ton  is  greater  than  that  of  beets.  The  cost  of  transportation 
would  be  a  much  smaller  percentage  of  its  value.  Its  yield  per  acre  is 
much  less  in  tonnage,  as  a  rule. 

I  testified  yesterday  that  I  thought  that  there  were  adobe  lands 
around  Edenvale,  and  I  find,  by  the  Soil  Map,  that  there  were  lands 
of  other  quality  there.  I  came  into  Edenvale  from  the  west  on  one  1654 
trip,  and  it  was  there  that  I  saw  the  adobe  land.  I  testified  yesterday 
solely  and  only  on  the  trip  which  I  have  made  through  Edenvale.  I 
have  no  further  information  on  the  fact  that  all  of  that  Edenvale 
country  is  subjected  to  sub-surface  irrigation,  and  have  not  since  dis- 
covered that  it  is. 

I  went  into  a  creek  16  feet  deep,  and  there  was  soil  to  very  nearly 
the  bottom,  with  some  gravel  on  the  bottom.  In  the  case  of  the  creek 
ten  feet  deep,  I  could  not  tell  directly  whether  there  was  soil  to  the 

455 


SPRING  VALLEY  WATER  CO.  VS.  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

bottom  of  that,  because  the  creek  bank  had  been  broken  down;  there 
was  gravel  in  the  bottom.  One  of  these  creeks  was  on  one  side  of  the 
valley,  and  one  was  on  the  other  side,  and  they  were  about  one-half 
a  mile  apart.  The  soil  was  very  much  the  same  type  in  the  two 
creeks.  I  assumed  that  the  soil  was  not  of  uniform  depth  because  of 

1655  the  way  that  valley  was  formed,  the  soil  coming  in  from  small  creeks, 
you  will  find  it  usually  deeper  in  front  of  one  of  these  creeks.    I  do  not 
assume  that  the  soil  is  of  uniform  character.     It  was  fairly  uniform 
where  I  saw  it.     I  see  no  reason  why  it  should  be  greatly  different 
though  over  the  valley.    It  is  not  fair  to  say  that  I  have  no  knowledge 
or  information  that  the  soil  was  not  of  uniform  depth,  because  my 
experience  in  examining  valleys  of  that  sort  would  lead  me  to  safely 
express  an  opinion  of  that  sort. 

I  have  never  heard  of  Paradise  Valley  in  Santa  Clara  County. 
I  have  heard  of  the  Valley  of  the  Uvas  in  Santa  Clara  County,  but 

1656  I  do  not  know  anything  about  it.     The  estimate  of  35  cents  per  ton 
per  mile  to  transport  farm  produce  was  based  on  hauling  on  a  mount- 
ain road  out  of  Calaveras  Valley.     I  have  never  had  experience  in 
freighting  over  mountain  roads.    I  have  no  figures  on  the  cost  of  haul- 
ing on  a  road  such  as  the  state  highway,  but  I  have  figures  as  to  the 
cost  of  hauling  over  a  mountain  road,  which  I  have  collected  for  ten 

1657  or  fifteen  years  past  from  government  reports  and  so  on.     I  think  I 
have  a  right  to  an  opinion  on  the  subject,  although  it  does  not  come 
from  the  actual  hauling  of  freight. 

You  can  produce  some  green  feed  in  Calaveras,  but  not  in  large 
quantities,  such  as  a  dairyman  would  want.  I  saw  no  evidences  of 
water  in  Calaveras,  and  I  do  not  assume  any  water  could  be  there. 
I  have  assumed  that  it  is  so  difficult  to  get  water  that  the  fact  that  it 
was  irrigable  would  add  nothing  to  its  value.  I  do  not  assume  that 
it  is  impossible  to  get  water  for  irrigating  that  land,  but  I  make  no 
assumption  that  it  is  possible.  My  value  is  based  upon  what  I  saw 

1658  there,  and  my  assumption  was  neither  way.     The  fact  that  it  could 
be  irrigated  would  have  an  effect  upon  its  value,  and  the  fact  that 
it  could  not  be  irrigated  would  also  have  an  effect,  but  not  finding 
any  evidences  that  the  property  could  be  irrigated,  I  did  not  assume 
that  it  could  not  be  irrigated.     I  do  not  know  that  water  can  be 
obtained  for  the  irrigation  of  that  land.     If  it  could  it  might,  or  it 
might  not  have  a  greater  value  than  I  have  placed  upon  it.    Assuming 
that  water  could  be  obtained,  the  high  cost  of  getting  the  water  there 
would  render  it  impossible  to  give  the  land  greater  value.     By  high 

1659  cost  of  getting  the  water,  I  mean,  a  cost  higher  than  the  land  can 
stand. 

I  do  not  know  what  the  cost  was  for  getting  water  at  our  place 
at  Cupertino,  where  we  sunk  a  well.  I  do  not  know  the  cost  of  opera- 
tion after  the  plant  was  installed,  as  I  have  not  been  there  since  that 
time.  I  have  seen  alfalfa  irrigated  in  Santa  Clara  County,  and  I  have 
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seen  other  crops  there  on  irrigated  land.  The  water  generally  came 
from  underground  sources,  and  was  pumped.  I  have  known  of  depths 
of  wells  as  great  as  fifty  feet  where  water  was  lifted,  in  the  neighbor- 
hood of  Cupertino.  I  do  not  wish  to  be  understood  as  saying  that  as 
a  rule  water  is  obtained  at  Cupertino  at  a  depth  of  fifty  feet,  as  there 
are  many  places  there  you  cannot  get  it  at  all.  I  have  never  seen 
any  such  lift  in  that  country  as  200  feet.  I  do  not  know  the  depth  of  1660 
wells  in  the  country  between  San  Jose  and  Los  Gatos,  as  I  do  not 
know  that  country.  I  am  not  well  acquainted  around  Mountain 
View.  I  am  acquainted  around  Los  Altos.  The  depths  for  water 
there  vary  a  great  deal,  and  the  shallowest  depth  in  my  experience 
is  along  the  creek  bed,  15  or  20  feet.  I  do  not  know  the  depths  when 
you  get  away  from  the  creek  bed.  I  know  we  put  down  one  deep 
well  without  getting  any  water.  I  think  water  is  very  hard  to  find  in 
that  neighborhood.  The  well  we  put  down  was  in  the  little  valley  at 
the  mouth  of  which  Los  Altos  lies.  I  do  not  know  the  extent  to  which 
water  is  pumped  in  Santa  Clara  County  for  irrigation,  because  I  have 
made  no  detailed  examination  of  that  country.  I  have  made  examina- 
tion of  certain  pieces  of  land  that  would  inform  me  on  that  subject. 
These  pieces  were  around  Cupertino,  and  our  office  made  some  investi-  1661 
gation  around  Miles  Standish's  place  near  Alviso. 

I  have  seen  alfalfa  at  Mountain  View,  and  between  Mountain 
View  and  Santa  Clara,  but  I  do  not  know  how  extensively  it  is  grown. 
I  expect  the  water  which  is  obtained  for  its  irrigation  is  pumped. 

It  is  impossible  to  grow  only  indifferent  fruit  on  the  hill  lands 
of  Calaveras,  as  I  know,  because  the  quality  of  the  fruit  I  have  seen 
on  those  thin,  dry  hillsides  is  nearly  always  indifferent.  I  have  not 
in  mind  any  particular  orchard,  but  I  have  seen  a  great  many  at- 
tempts at  fruit  culture  on  the  thinner,  dryer  hills,  and  they  are  gen- 
erally failures. 

I  know  the  Newcastle  District,  and  fruit  growing  is  by  no  means 
a  failure  there.  Those  orchards  are  on  the  side  hills,  and  the  soil 
is  both  deep  and  shallow.  Orchards  around  Newcastle,  when  irri-  1662 
gated,  are  a  success,  but  conditions  are  different  there.  You  have  a 
different  underlying  rock,  not  comparable  at  all  with  the  Calaveras 
Valley. 

There  is  a  considerable  difference  in  the  steepness  of  the  foot- 
hills on  the  west  side  of  the  Calaveras  Valley  and  on  the  west  side 
of  the  Santa  Clara  Valley.  The  Calaveras  hills  are  pretty  steep.  I 
do  not  know  of  any  orchards  on  very  steep  hills  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  Hill  place.  The  hills  there  are  of  a  much  natter  slope  than  the 
hills  on  the  west  side  of  the  Calaveras  Valley.  I  do  not  say  that  all 
the  land  on  the  west  side  of  the  Calaveras  Valley  is  steeper  than  1663 
any  of  the  land  or  orchards  now  planted  near  Los  Altos  on  the  west 
side  of  Santa  Clara  Valley.  I  do  not  know  how  they  compare  acre 
for  acre ;  my  statement  was  that  generally  the  land  on  the  west  side 
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of  the  Calaveras  Valley  was  steep.  Some  of  the  hill  lands  on  the 
west  side  of  Calaveras  Valley,  in  the  neighborhood  of  Los  Altos,  are 
thin,  dry  lands,  and  some  are  not.  That  is  a  fairly  dry  country. 
Some  of  the  thinner  hill  tops  are  dry.  I  do  not  know  that  that 
country  is  generally  devoted  to  apricot  growing;  there  are  apricot 
orchards  there,  some  of  which  are  successful  and  some  are  not. 
Other  differences  which  I  can  think  of  between  the  hill  lands  on  the 
west  side  of  Calaveras  and  on  the  west  side  of  Santa  Clara  Valley, 
are  the  adaptability  of  the  soil,  which,  I  think,  is  greater  on  the  west 
side  of  the  Santa  Clara  Valley,  and  I  believe  in  most  cases  the  ex- 

1664  posure  is  more  favorably  situated  for  fruit.     It  is  more  favorably 
situated  with  reference  to  the  exposure.    Most  of  the  orchards  are 
what  you  would  call  a  southern  exposure,  and  the  lands  on  the  west 
side  of  the  Calaveras  Valley  have  not  that  exposure.    I  do  not  know 
where  the  head  waters  of  the  Dunne  ranch  are.    I  have  been  about 
Soap  Lake,  but  it  was  a  great  many  years  ago.     I  do  not  know 
whether  they  grow  beets  there.     They  did  10  or  15  years  ago.     I  do 
not  know  what  their  nearest  railroad  station  is,  nor  how  far  they 
have  to  freight  their  beets  to  market. 

I  do  not  know  the  time  of  the  year  the  prune  crops  in  the  Santa 

1665  Clara  Valley  mature.     I  can  say  that  it  is  during  September.     I  do 
not  know  this  from  the  experience  of  those  who  have  charge  of 
these  prune  orchards,  as  I  talked  to  no  one  who  owned  those  or- 
chards.   I  made  no  examination  of  the  Rouse  place,  except  what  I 
saw  coming  up  the  road.    I  was  across  the  fence  from  the  orchard. 
I  was  not  interested  in  the  Solano  scheme  as  a  promoter,  and  the 
report  that  I  made  represented  my  honest  opinion  with  reference  to 
the  value  of  that  property. 

FURTHER  RE-DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.   STEINHART. 

I  have  other  figures  than  the  Government  report  as  to  the  cost 
of  hauling  of  hay.    We  talked  to  a  truck  man  who  was  hauling  in  a 
motor  truck,  and  he  told  me  that  the  cost  was  $2  a  ton  to  Milpitas, 
1667        and  $2.50  a  ton  to  San  Jose. 


Witness :    W.  D.  HATCH,  for  Defendant. 

DIRECT   EXAMINATION   BY    MR.    STEINHART. 

My  occupation  is  real  estate,  and  I  am  connected  with  the 
Rucker  Realty  Company,  who  are  engaged  in  business  in  Santa  Clara 
County,  and  all  the  adjacent  counties  as  far  down  as  Fresno  County. 
They  have  one  office  in  San  Jose,  and  one  in  San  Francisco.  I  will 
be  connected  with  them  nine  years  in  next  October.  They  rank  as 
one  of  the  leading  firms  in  Santa  Clara  County.  I  have  paid  par- 
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ticular  attention  to  market  values  of  country  lands,  and  am  familiar 
with  farm  and  cattle  lands.  Before  I  was  in  the  real  estate  business, 
I  was  a  farmer.  For  possibly  five  years  before  I  went  to  work  for 
the  Rucker  Realty  Co.,  I  was  with  the  railroad.  Prior  to  that,  and 
for  20  or  25  years  I  farmed  on  the  eastern  side  of  Santa  Clara  Val- 
ley. My  farming  operations  covered,  you  might  say,  up  to  300  or  1668 
400  acres,  and  I  had  experience  with  various  crops,  such  as  fruit 
crops,  grain  and  hay  crops.  During  that  time  I  became  familiar  with 
farm  lands  and  their  market  value.  I  am  familiar  with  the  Llagas 
Ranch,  as  I  have  been  over  it  a  number  of  times.  I  went  over  it 
first  with  a  prospective  buyer,  and  J.  H.  Henry,  the  owner,  and  since 
then  I  have  been  over  it  a  number  of  times.  I  am  familiar  with  the 
price  at  which  that  ranch  sold,  namely,  $75,000,  which  included 
stock  and  personal  property.  There  was  3800  acres  in  the  ranch, 
250  acres  of  farming  land,  250  acres  of  valley  land,  and  400  or  500  1669 
acres  of  hill  land.  I  am  quite  familiar  with  the  Calaveras  country. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

The  Llagas  sale  was  two  or  three  years  ago. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

I  am  familiar  with  the  Snell  ranch  that  Mr.  Morrow  purchased 
for  $75,000.  That  figure  included  stock  and  personal,  property 
which  was  worth  about  $19,000.  The  sale  took  place  about  four 
years  ago. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

I  know  from  personal  knowledge  the  price  paid  for  the  Snell 
ranch. 

DIRECT   EXAMINATION   BY   MR.    STEINHART. 

Our  office  made  that  sale,  and  there  were  5800  acres  in  the 
ranch,  which  included  bottom  land  and  hill  farming  land.  I  made 
a  sale  in  the  neighborhood  of  the  Llagas  ranch  of  837  acres  for 
$9,500,  which  included  100  head  of  stock  valued  at  $2,000.  They 
were  mostly  young  stock.  Mr.  Holthouse  was  the  seller,  and  Mrs. 
Bowie  was  the  purchaser.  The  sale  was  made  in  the  fall  of  1912. 

I  have  known  the  Calaveras  country  about  35  years,  I  think. 
I  have  had  land  for  sale  in  the  Calaveras  Valley.  I  know  the  Wei-  1671 
ler,  Santos,  Patton  and  Levy  ranches.  The  Patton  ranch  we  had  for 
sale,  and  also  the  Weller,  Santos  and  Levy  ranches.  The  Levy 
ranch  I  am  very  familiar  with.  The  Patton  ranch  I  was ;  the  Santos 
ranch  not  so  much ;  and  the  Weller  ranch  not  so  much.  I  have  been 
on  the  Weller  ranch  twice  in  my  life,  and  am  familiar  with  the  price 
at  which  it  was  listed  in  my  office.  I  am  familiar  with  the  asking 
price  of  the  seller,  as  asked  in  1911.  We  had  the  Weller  ranch  listed 
in  our  office  in  1901  up  to  the  time  it  was  sold  to  the  Spring  Valley.  1672 
I  have  been  on  the  Levy  ranch,  and  know  the  character  of  the  land 
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and  soil  very  well.    We  had  that  ranch  for  sale  up  to  the  time  it 
was  sold,  which  was  in  the  neighborhood  of  two  years  ago. 

I  have  been  on  the  Patton  piece,  and  know  the  land  very  well. 
We  had  that  land  for  sale  in  our  office.  We  didn't  have  an  exclusive 
contract  on  it,  but  had  it  for  sale  the  same  as  we  would  have  any 
piece  of  property  for  sale.  They  would  come  in  our  office  and  list 

1673  it  with  us.    The  Weller  piece  was  offered  for  sale  by  Mr.  Weller,  and 
the  Levy  piece  by  Levy  Bros.,  and  the  Santos  place  by  Santos,  and 
the  Patton  place  by  Patton.    The  owner  would  come  in  and  list  his 
property,  and  if  I  am  not  there,  that  listing  is  put  on  my  desk,  and 
at  my  first  opportunity  I  will  inspect  that  property  and  try  to  sell 
it.    When  the  property  is  listed  with  us,  they  state  their  price. 

1674  The  Levy  piece,  I  should  judge  to  be  worth  $40  an  acre  in  1913. 
(The  Levy  piece  is  c-268,  Map  18;  Patton  piece  g-268,  Map  18; 

Santos   place   X-268,   Maps   18   and   16;   the  Weller   piece   W-268, 
Map  16.) 

The  market  value  of  the  Patton  place  I  think  was  about  $7,500 
or  $8,000.  That  is  the  price  which  was  asked  for  it  when  they  listed 

1675  it  with  us.    I  think  its  value  as  of  December,  1913,  was  about  $40  an 
acre. 

The  Santos  place  has  a  market  value  at  the  present  time  of 
about  $20  an  acre,  and  I  would  not  say  that  the  market  value  was 
as  high  at  the  end  of  1913  as  compared  with  the  present  date. 

The  market  value  of  the  Weller  place  is  $25  an  acre,  and  in 
December,  1913,  I  don't  think  it  was  over  $16  or  $18  an  acre. 

The  Llagas  lands  on  the  east  I  think  are  much  better  than  the 

1676  Calaveras  land  on  the  east.     The  smaller  ranch  there  which  I  sold 
is  much  better.     I  am  familiar  with  the  Snell  place  because  Mr. 
Cameron,  the  former  owner,  listed  it  with  us,  and  I  finally  sold  it. 
I  think  the  Hansen  lands  in  the  valley  are  much  better  than  the 
Calaveras  lands.     I  am  very  familiar  with  the  lands  in  the  Santa 
Clara  Valley,  and  my  familiarity  extends  pretty  close  to  40  years. 
I  am  familiar  with  the  lands  in  the  vicinity  of  Coyote  Station,  the 
Eden  vale  lands,  and  lands  in  the  vicinity  of  Gilroy.    I  didn't  know 
of  the  14  mile  house  or  the  16  mile  house ;  there  is  Coyote  and  then 
Perry,  or  the  old  15  mile  house,  and  then  there  is  Madrone.     The 
lands  around  Coyote,  and  along  the  highway  and  Edenvale,  I  don't 
think  there  is  any  comparison  between  them  and  the  Calaveras  Val- 

1677  ley.    I  think  the  lands  along  Coyote  and  Edenvale  are  some  of  the 
best  lands  I  know  of  in  my  travels.     The  hills  on  the  west  of  the 
Calaveras  are,  in  my  opinion,  very  good  grazing  lands,  but  I  do  not 
think  much  of  the  eastern  side.     Take  it  as  a  range,  the  highest 
value  I  would  not  suppose  to  be  over  $5  or  $6.    We  had  some  prop- 
erty listed  up  back  in  there,  it  was  the  Wade  property,  of  about  900 
to  1000  acres,  and  that  was  about  the  only  experience  I  have  had  in 
regard  to  those  lands.     That  was  the  Wade  ranch.     I  had  a  pros- 
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pective  buyer,  and  I  told  him  I  would  put  my  time  against  his  if  he 
wanted  to  go  and  look  at  it.  I  told  him  they  were  asking  $8  an  acre 
for  the  ranch.  We  started  and  went  through  the  valley,  and  after 
going  two  or  three  miles  he  stopped  and  asked  me  regarding  the 
lands  back  there,  and  if  I  thought  they  were  no  better  than  the  lands  1678 
we  had  gone  through.  I  told  him  I  didn't  know,  but  I  thought  that 
they  were  better.  "Well,"  he  says,  "if  they  are  not  any  better,  or 
much  better,  I  do  not  want  them";  he  says,  "I  don't  consider  they 
are  worth  anything  what  you  are  asking  for  them".  With  that,  we 
turned  around  and  came  back. 

The  Weller  ranch  was  listed  at  $25  an  acre,  and  was  listed  with 
us  since  1901,  and  he  would  often  ask  me  if  I  could  not  sell  that 
ranch.  I  think  it  was  two  or  three  weeks  before  he  sold  it  that  he 
listed  it  at  $25  an  acre.  1679 

I  have  had  extensive  experience  in  prune  growing,  and  have 
grown  prunes  myself.  My  understanding  is  that  prunes  in  Calaveras 
mature  rather  late.  The  asking  price  of  the  Levy  piece,  I  think, 
was  $5,000. 

CROSS   EXAMINATION   BY   MR.    MCCUTCHEN. 

I  know  the  property  owned  by  Mr.  Barrett,  at  San  Martin,  and 
have  known  it  about  five  years.  There  are  545  acres,  or  something 
like  that,  about  75  acres  in  the  valley,  and  the  balance  in  the  hills, 
grazing  land.  I  think  Mr.  Barrett  owns  it  yet,  but  I  am  not  sure.  1680 
It  may  be  that  the  Arcase  people  got  it  from  the  Montgomerys,  as 
I  didn't  know  the  ranch  until  I  went  in  there  to  see  Mr.  Barrett.  It 
is  a  stock  ranch,  and  they  get  water  from  springs,  the  daily  supply 
of  which  I  do  not  know.  I  have  known  of  water  being  used  for 
irrigation  of  the  place,  and  alfalfa  was  grown  with  it.  I  could  not 
tell  you  how  much.  It  was  right  below  the  barn.  There  was  not 
very  much  of  it.  I  did  not  know  that  that  place  sold  for  $35,000, 
and  am  surprised  to  hear  it.  I  do  not  know  the  property  owned  by  1681 
Jackson  at  San  Martin,  but  if  it  is  the  property  formerly  owned  by 
Hirchman,  I  do  know  it.  It  is  a  stock  ranch,  and  has  not  been  sold 
lately  to  my  knowledge.  Mr.  Jackson  was  in  our  office,  but  he  has 
such  a  prohibitive  price  on  it  that  we  wouldn't  work  on  it.  I  think 
he  wants  something  like  $90,000,  and  I  think  $75,000  would  be  a 
prohibitive  price.  I  do  not  know  that  he  was  offered  $75,000  for  it 
within  two  months  and  refused  it.  The  Coe  ranch  of  about  6,000  1682 
acres,  located  south  and  west  of  Mt.  Hamilton,  is  within  the  same 
distance  of  San  Jose  as  the  Calaveras  property,  and  is  for  sale.  I 
do  not  know  whether  that  compares  with  lands  on  the  east  side  of  1683 
Calaveras.  The  Llagas  ranch,  owned  by  Mr.  Henry  Benetti,  is  for 
sale.  It  has  been  sold  within  the  last  five  years,  I  think,  but  this 
first  sale  was  a  trade.  I  do  not  know  of  any  other  stock  ranches  for 
sale  by  people  coming  direct  to  me.  The  Coe  ranch  is  for  sale  at 
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$10  an  acre,  but  I  do  not  know  of  any  stock  ranch  in  Santa  Clara 

1684  County  that  is  for  sale  at  $5  an  acre.    I  do  not  know  anything  about 
the  Coe  ranch.    I  should  judge  it  is  about  16  or  20  miles  from  San 
Jose.     I  do  not  know  of  any  ranch  that  is  for  sale  in  Santa  Clara 
County  for  $15  an  acre  now.    There  are  a  good  many  stock  ranches 
in  Santa  Clara  County  on  the  east  side  and  southern  end  of  the 
valley.    I  do  not  know  of  any  stock  ranches  in  the  hills  on  the  west 
side  of  the  valley.    I  know  the  stock  ranch  bought  by  Mrs.  Bariolhet. 
That  is  about  18  miles  south  of  San  Jose  on  the  west  side  of  the 

1685  valley.     It  is  one  of  the  finest  ranches  in  the  country,  and  I  think 
you  could  buy  it  for  $30  an  acre,  as  I  understand  that  is  what  was 
paid  for  it.     There  are  a  good  many  stock  ranches  up  on  the  east 
side  of  the  valley.    We  have  some  stock  ranches  for  sale.    We  have 

1687  not  an  exclusive  authorization  to  sell  the  Bariolhet  ranch,  nor  any 
sort   of  an  authorization  to  my  knowledge.     Mrs.   Bariolhet   came 
in  and  talked  to  me,  and  said  she  wanted  $100,000  for  it,  which  was 
considerably  over  $30  an  acre. 

The  Wade  ranch  of  837  acres  is  for  sale,  but  I  do  not  know  of 
any  others  that  I  have  been  on.    I  imagine  it  is  above  the  snow  line 

1688  in   elevation.     They  live  there   the  entire   year,   and  they  tell   me 
they  keep  stock  there  the  entire  year.     I  do  not  know  of  my  own 
knowledge  that  they  can  maintain  stock  there  the  entire  year.     I 
cannot  compare  that  land  with  land  in  the  foothills  east  of  Calaveras 
Valley,  as  I  have  not  been  on  the  land  and  do  not  know  it.    I  know 
nothing  about  its  desirability.     There  is  a  very  brisk  demand  for 
stock  ranches  in  our  county,  which  we  have  been  unable  to  supply 
because  the  people  who  hold  property  of  that  kind  are  not  very 
anxious  to  sell,  apparently  on  account  of  the  stock  conditions.     I 
think  our  valley  land — our  orchards —  are  in  more  of  a  demand  than 

1689  stock  ranches.    We  furnished  the  purchaser  of  the  Snell  place.    The 
land  was  mortgaged.     It  was  a  probate  sale,  and  there  were  five  or 
six  heirs,  who,  I  suppose,  were  anxious  to  receive  their  individual 
portions  of  the  estate.    I  think  that  is  a  fair  test  for  determining  the 
value  of  that  property,  and  I  think  that  is  all  it  is  worth.    There  were 
approximately  5800  acres  of  land,   and  $19,000  worth  of  personal 
property,  as  shown  on  the  records  in  our  office.    The  personal  prop- 
erty consisted  of  something  like  315  head  of  stock,  a  hundred  tons 
or  so  of  hay,  and  a  number  of  horses,  headers,  plows,  wagons,  har- 

1690  nesses,  etc.    I  do  not  know  whether  the  persons  who  held  the  mort- 
gage upon  that  property  had  called  for  its  payment  while  the  Pro- 
bate proceeding  was  pending,  but  that  would  not  have  any  bearing 
upon  the  market  value  of  the  property.    I  think  they  got  about  the 
market  value.    I  do  not  know  that  there  is  any  sale  of  similar  prop- 
erty that  I  could  use  as  a  guide  in  deciding  that  question.    The  837 
acre  ranch  adjoins  the  Llagas  ranch  on  the  south.    It  is  a  good,  small 
ranch.    A  stock  man  to  carry  on  a  business  on  a  ranch  as  small  as 
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that  would  be  a  pretty  small  stock  man.  We  can  sell  a  small  stock 
ranch  easier  than  we  can  sell  a  large  one.  We  have  a  larger  number 
of  purchasers.  I  think  a  small  stock  ranch  is  worth  as  much  per 
acre  as  a  large  one,  assuming  the  lands  to  be  of  the  same  character. 
It  is  an  advantage  to  have  a  ranch  of  such  size  that  you  can  transfer 
cattle  from  one  part  of  it  to  another.  That  can  be  done  very  much 
easier  on  a  large  ranch  than  on  a  small  one.  I  do  not  know  that  a 
large  ranch  has  so  much  more  advantage  over  a  small  one.  I  have  1691 
never  been  a  practical  stock  man.  My  knowledge  of  stock  ranches 
is  this:  I  have  been  associated  with  a  good  many  stock  men,  and 
have  showed  ranches,  and  sold  some;  my  knowledge  of  stock 
ranches  is  gathered  from  them.  The  feed  per  acre,  how  many  acres 
it  will  take  to  run  a  head,  and  in  that  way  I  have  got  my  knowledge 
of  stock  ranches — not  from  practical  experience. 

When  I  say  that  a  piece  of  land  has  a  certain  market  value,  I 
mean  by  that  it  is  the  price  which  that  land  will  bring  in  the 
market.  I  do  not  know  of  any  grazing  land  in  our  county  that  can 
be  bought  for  the  price  that  I  put  upon  this  land  east  of  Calaveras 
Valley.  My  guide  for  that  value  is  the  looks  of  it ;  what  I  have  talked 
with  different  stock  men  about  it.  I  guess  there  is  some  land  in 
Santa  Clara  County  that  is  worse  than  that.  I  do  not  know  that  1692 
there  is  any  worse  than  that  that  you  can  buy  for  the  price  that  I 
put  upon  this  land.  Possibly  it  has  not  come  to  my  knowledge  that 
there  is  any  other  land  worse  than  this  that  can  be  bought  for  the 
price  that  I  put  upon  this.  I  have  not  been  over  on  the  eastern  side 
of  the  Calaveras  Valley  over  four  or  five  times  in  my  life.  I  went 
once  back  into  what  they  call  the  Williams  ranch  at  the  southern  end 
of  Calaveras  Valley,  practically  on  the  flat  land.  I  have  never  made 
a  trip  into  the  lands  to  the  east  of  the  Calaveras,  in  the  hills.  I  say 
that  I  do  not  think  much  of  the  lands  on  the  eastern  side  of  the  1693 
Calaveras  Valley  judging  from  the  -time  that  I  went  up  through  there 
and  got  a  look  at  them  as  far  as  I  went.  We  started  in  a  ravine, 
and  climbed  up  the  ridge.  I  did  not  see  a  great  deal  of  the  country 
on  that  trip.  I  do  not  condemn  the  land  on  that  one  experience.  I 
based  my  values  on  it  from  what  I  have  seen,  and  from  what  I  have 
heard  of  that  range  of  hills  through  there.  Going  back  in  there  is 
the  only  personal  experience  that  I  have  so  far  as  those  lands  are 
concerned.  I  think,  as  a  real  estate  man,  that  I  am  justified  to  make 
the  statement  that  I  do  not  think  much  of  the  lands  on  the  easterly 
side  of  Calaveras  from  that  experience. 

RE-DIRECT  EXAMINATION   BY   MR.   STEINHART. 

I  had  an  opportunity  to  see  those  hill  lands  when  I  was  in  the 
Valley  of  Calaveras.  The  Bariolhet  place,  in  my  opinion,  is  not 
comparable  to  the  Calaveras  lands. 
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When  I  was  in  the  valley,  you  -could  see  up  quite  a  ways,  you 
could  see  south  quite  a  way,  and  you  could  see  north  quite  a  way. 
I  do  not  know  that  that  is  the  sort  of  an  inspection  that  will  enable 
me  to  fix  the  market  value  of  that  grazing  land,  but,  as  I  have  said 
before,  I  never  have  considered  those  hills  of  very  great  value.  If  it 
had  been  the  first  time  I  had  ever  been  in  there,  or  ever  looked  at  them, 
or  ever  known  or  heard  of  them,  I  would  say  no.  The  inspection  that  I 
have  made  is  not  sufficient  to  enable  me  to  fix  their  market  value.  I 
know  about  the  lands  on  Coyote  Creek,  east  of  the  point  where  it  comes 

1695  out  into  the  Santa  Clara  Valley,  and  they  are  stock  ranches  there. 

I  know  the  Webber  ranch  quite  well.  It  has  not  been  sold 
within  a  few  years  to  my  knowledge.  I  do  not  know  the  price  at 
which  it  was  sold.  I  do  not  know  of  that  country  as  the  Canada. 
That  country  back  in  there  we  have  always  known  as  Pine  Ridge, 
and  the  head  of  the  Coyote.  I  know  of  no  sales  there. 

FURTHER  RE-DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.   STEINHART. 

1696  I  did  not  base  my  idea  of  the  market  solely  on  the  inspection 
made  on  the  trip  Mr.  McCutchen  referred  to.     I  have  based  it  on 
talking  with  stock  men,  and  on  a  long  knowledge  of  that  whole 
country. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

That  is  the  way  I  fixed  the  market  value  of  the  property,  and 
I  think  if  the  market  value  of  my  property  were  fixed  in  that  way 
by  anybody  who  had  known  values  for  years,  they  would  fix  it  about 
right.  If  I  stated  that  I  knew  the  market  value,  I  mean  what  I  have 
said,  and  I  mean  that  that  is  my  opinion,  which  is  not  based  entirely 
upon  what  somebody  else  has  told  me.  I  think  a  person  being 
acquainted  with  stock  ranches  would  not  have  to  go  over  every  foot 
of  it  to  see  it,  but  could  go  up  on  the  hills  there  and  look  over  at  it, 

1697  and  see  that  it  is  not  worth  so  very  much.    I  do  not  remember  ever 
selling  or  buying  any  property  like  that.     I  never  owned  any  by 
inheritance  or  otherwise,  or  dealt  in  it  on  my  own  account,  or  any- 
body elses  account. 


McDonald         Witness:    CHARLES  S.  MCDONALD,  for  Defendant. 

DIRECT   EXAMINATION   BY   MR.    STEINHART. 

I  reside  in  Oakland,  and  was  present  at  a  conversation  held  be- 
tween Mr.  Charles  Schween  and  Mr.  Moore  of  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission,  in  which  there  was  discussed  the  value  of  land 
formerly  owned  by  the  Schween  Company,  being  the  land  east  of 
Radum  Station  of  the  Western  Pacific  Co.  It  is  parcel  283  on  Map 
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10,  Exhibit  8,  listed  as  101.06  acres.  In  that  conversation  Mr. 
Schween  was  asked  to  give  the  market  value  of  that  land,  and  he 
gave  $300  an  acre.  He  said  Spring  Valley  paid  him  $450  an  acre.  1698 
They  paid  more  than  it  was  worth  for  farming  purposes,  and  con- 
sequently more  than  it  was  worth  to  him,  so  he  said.  He  said  the 
Western  Pacific  paid  him  $350  an  acre. 

CROSS   EXAMINATION   BY   MR.    MCCUTCHEN. 

I  am  in  the  service  of  the  Assistant  City  Attorney  of  San  Fran- 
cisco, and  have  been  more  or  less  for  the  past  eighteen  months.  I  am 
not  employed  under  a  written  contract.  The  terms  of  my  con-  1699 
tract  are  not  in  writing  or  in  any  memorandum.  I  have  been  doing 
whatever  I  was  called  on  to  do,  and  I  understood  when  I  accepted 
that  service  that  I  would  do  anything  they  called  on  me  to  do.  I 
don't  spend  much  time  in  the  office.  I  do  mostly  what  Mr.  Stein- 
hart  wants  me  to  do  in  the  way  of  gathering  information  of  various 
kinds. 

At  the  time  this  conversation  took  place,  I  was  with  the  West- 
ern Pacific  Railway.  Since  I  was  employed  by  the  city,  I  have  done 
nothing  except  the  service  I  have  rendered  in  this  case.  I  have  not 
been  working  on  this  case  during  the  time  I  was  working  for  the 
Western  Pacific,  which  was  about  two  or  two  and  a  half  months. 
I  would  say  that  I  have  been  working  for  the  city  on  this  case  for 
approximately  sixteen  months.  The  first  thing  I  was  called  upon  to 
do  was  to  get  acquainted  somewhat  in  the  country,  and  get  in  touch 
with  people  who  might  be  used  as  witnesses,  and  in  making  valua- 
tions of  land,  particularly  the  land  in  Alameda  County,  in  the  ap- 
praisal that  was  to  be  made  for  the  condemnation  suit  which  the  City 
of  San  Francisco  had  filed  against  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Com- 
pany. I  have  looked  up  witnesses  when  I  was  called  upon  to  do  so.  1700 
I  have  gathered  information  from  the  Assessor's  and  from  the 
County  Clerk's  offices  in  Alameda,  Santa  Clara,  and  San  Mateo 
Counties.  I  have  assisted  in  making  an  appraisal  of  lands — any- 
thing of  that  character  that  I  was  called  upon  to  do.  I  have  no  idea 
where  Mr.  Moore  is.  I  never  met  him  since  we  parted  company.  He 
was  carrying  on  the  conversation  with  Mr.  Schween,  and  I  suppose 
we  might  have  been  four  or  five  feet  apart.  I  am  somewhat  deaf, 
but  not  so  deaf  that  I  cannot  hear  for  five  or  ten  feet.  I  usually  aim 
to  get  on  the  side  I  can  hear  best  on.  I  get  my  good  ear  on  the  side  1701 
of  the  conversation  always.  I  have  not  seen  Mr.  Moore  since  last 
February,  and  I  haven't  any  idea  where  he  is  now.  Mr.  Moore  was 
employed  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  and  was  gather- 
ing information  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  re-valuation  of  the 
Western  Pacific  Railway's  right  of  way.  One  of  their  methods  of 
doing  that  is  by  getting  the  information  from  men  of  importance  in 
the  various  communities,  men  who  are  supposed  to  know  something 
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about  values.  That  is  what  Mr.  Moore  was  doing.  Counsel  for  the 
Defendant  stated  that  the  last  he  heard  of  Mr.  Moore  he  was  in 
Montana,  and  that  he  will  be  subpoened  when  he  returns. 


Callaghan         Witness :    M.  G.  CALLAGHAN,  for  Defendant. 

DIRECT   EXAMINATION   BY    MR.    STEINHART. 

I  reside  in  Livermore,  California,  and  have  since  1885.  My  oc- 
cupation is  hay  warehouse  and  insurance  business.  I  purchase  hay 
and  have  raised  hay  myself.  Prior  to  going  in  the  hay  warehouse 
business,  I  was  in  the  stock  business.  I  was  in  the  real  estate  busi- 
ness from  1898  to  1905  or  1906,  and  after  that  I  went  into  the  hay 
warehouse  business.  I  have  resided  at  Livermore  since  1885  within 
six  miles  of  Pleasanton.  I  am  a  director  of  the  Farmers  &  Mer- 
chants National  Bank  of  Livermore,  and  of  the  Livermore  Savings 
Bank,  and  also  of  the  Livermore  Mutual  Building  &  Loan  Associa- 
tion. I  am  on  the  finance  committee  of  both  banks,  and  I  am  on  the 
appraisement  committee  of  the  building  and  loan  association.  I  am 

1703  called  upon  as  a  member  of  those  committees  to  pass  upon  the  se- 
curity offered  for  loans  at  various  times.    Those  loans  are  principally 
made  in  Livermore  and  vicinity.    I  have  had  occasion  to  pass  upon 
the  value  of  land  in  this  way.    All  matters  coming  up  in  that  line 
in  the  bank  were  talked  over  in  the  making  of  new  loans,  and  the 
renewing  of  old  loans,  and  my  experience  would  be  as  extensive  as 
the  business  of  the  banks  or  of  the  building  and  loan  association 
would  cover.     I  have  made  sales  of  real  estate  in  Livermore  and 
vicinity.    I  have  not  bought  any  real  estate  in  Livermore  and  vicinity 
within  the  last  five  years.    I  have  not  acted  for  anybody  else  in  the 
purchase  of  real  estate  within  the  last  five  years,  except  in  matters 
of  rights  of  way.    I  have  acted  for  the  County  of  Alameda  in  regard 

1704  to  road  openings,  and  lands  to  be  acquired  for  road  purposes. 

I  was  engaged  with  the  Western  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  in  the 
right  of  way  department  from  1904  to  1909.  My  duties  in  connec- 
tion with  that  were  purchasing  of  land  for  rights  of  way  purposes 
for  the  railroad.  When  I  was  in  the  stock  business,  I  became  familiar 
with  pasturage  and  grazing  lands,  and  with  their  values,  and  ca- 
pacity for  pasturing  purposes.  I  am  acquainted  with  the  Spring 
Valley  land  in  Santa  Clara  and  Alameda  Counties,  and  some  of  them 
I  have  known  for  twenty  years.  I  am  particularly  familiar  with  the 
lands  around  Pleasanton ;  the  lands  in  Arroyo  Valle ;  the  lands  in 
San  Antonio  Creek;  around  Sunol,  and  down  to  Niles,  and  up  the 
Alameda  Creek.  I  was  familiar  with  the  Calaveras  land  prior  to  the 
present  time  in  a  general  way.  I  am  not  so  familiar  as  I  was  with 

1705  the  other  land.    I  have  been  over  the  Spring  Valley  lands  within  the 
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past  two  years,  and  have  made  an  appraisal  of  them.  I  first  took  up 
that  appraisal  in  March,  1914,  and  I  devoted  nearly  all  my  time  to  it 
until  August,  1914.  In  1915  I  made  another  trip  over  the  entire 
property,  commencing  in  May,  and  I  have  been  over  them  continu- 
ally since  that  time.  At  the  end  of  this  month  it  will  be  nine  months 
that  I  have  spent  in  the  valuation  of  those  various  properties.  I 
spent  about  two-thirds  of  my  time  either  out^on  the  lands  or  working 
in  the  office.  I  covered  it  very  thoroughly,  and  covered  the  various 
parcels. 

In  December,  1914,  I  took  an  examination  in  the  United  States  1706 
Civil  Service  Department  for  senior  land  appraiser,  under  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission,  in  the  physical  valuation  of  railroads;  I 
passed  that  examination  at  87  percent,  and  am  now  eligible  for  ap- 
pointment. I  should  say  my  familiarity  with  the  Pleasanton  lands 
has  been  fairly  close.  I  have  known  them  and  watched  them  for 
twenty  years.  I  have  been  over  the  Arroyo  Valle  lands,  and  my 
familiarity  has  been  a  close  one.  I  ran  stock  east  of  there  on  the 
Arroyo  Mocho.  I  know  the  San  Antonio  land  for  a  good  many  years. 
I  collected  road  tax  for  the  County  of  Alameda  through  there  almost 
twenty  years  ago,  when  it  was  all  one  township;  before  Pleasanton 
Township  existed,  and  Murray  Township  extended  down  to  Brightside. 
I  have  gone  very  carefully  over  the  lands  in  Calaveras.  I  spent  consid- 
erable time  going  over  those  lands,  and  in  the  hills  east  of  Calaveras 
Valley  and  west  of  Calaveras  Valley,  and  in  the  hills  south  of  the  valley. 
It  is  necessary  in  my  opinion  to  go  over  the  land  and  have  a  thorough  1707 
knowledge  of  them  in  order  to  make  a  thorough  and  reliable  appraisal 
of  them.  I  found  nothing  unusual  or  different  in  Calaveras  Valley 
from  several  other  localities  in  California  that  I  know  of.  Taking 
the  valley  lands  and  the  range  lands,  I  would  say  that  the  highest 
use  would  be  for  stock  raising  purposes. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  do  not  include  the  contemplated  use  for  water  reservoir  pur- 
poses in  my  comparison,  but  for  agricultural  uses  I  think  the  stock 
raising  would  be  the  highest  use. 

DIRECT   EXAMINATION   BY    MR.    STEINHART. 

I  would  class  the  Calaveras  grazing  land  as  medium,  and  I  would 
say  that  the  maximum  price  a  stock  man  could  afford  to  pay  for  grazing  1708 
land  in  the  Calaveras  Valley  and  the  hills  surrounding  it  would  be 
$10  an  acre.  There  is  no  minimum  price.  It  would  be  from  nothing 
up  to  $10,  if  you  want  to  put  it  that  way.  All  of  the  land  in  Calaveras 
is  not  useful  for  grazing  purposes.  There  are  large  areas  that  are  of 
very  little  use  for  grazing  purposes. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

This  $10  land  does  not  include  the  floor  of  the  valley.  I  am  talking 
of  range  land. 
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TWENTY-SIXTH  HEARING.         AUGUST  30,  1915. 
Witness:    M.  G.  CALLAGHAN,  for  Defendant. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

1709  (Counsel  for  Defendant  called  attention  to  page  4  entitled  "Sunol 
Drainage  Land"  on  exhibit  about  to  be  entered,  and  stated  that  they 
did  not  wish  to  be  considered  as  admitting  that  that  land  is  used  and 
useful  through  the  use  of  that  caption,  and  if  so  understood,  the  cap- 
tion would  be  changed.) 

1710  In  regard  to  the  Arroyo  Valle  lands,  I  became  acquainted  with 
them  first  in  1895,  and  have  been  more  or  less  familiar  with  them 
since. 

1711  Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

I  have  determined  the  market  value  of  these  properties  and  in 
doing  so  have  taken  into  consideration  their  availability  for  all  pur- 
poses for  which  they  could  be  used  in  that  locality.  I  appraised  the 
property  for  stock  range  purposes. 

1712-1713  DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHABT. 

Map  14,  parcel  Y-239 :  It  is  a  portion  of  Section  23,  in  township 
4  south,  range  2  east,  consists  of  140  acres  in  the  Arroyo  Valle  water- 
shed, valued  at  $10  per  acre. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

The  balance  of  it  is  in  the  San  Antonio  watershed. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

This  tract  is  on  the  portion  of  the  section  that  drains  in  the 
Arroyo  Valle.  The  land  is  high,  open  hills  with  wooded  ravines;  soil 
yellow  clay  mixed  with  shale  and  of  poor  fertility.  Some  areas  could 
be  tilled,  but  best  adapted  for  pasturage  purposes.  $10  an  acre,  $1400. 

A-243,  80  acres;  on  the  easterly  side  of  the  Arroyo  Valle  Creek, 
and  pretty  well  up  on  the  slope  of  high  open  hill.  It  has  a  south  ex- 
posure; formerly  property  of  Mrs.  Isabelle  Jordan.  A  limited  area 
was  at  one  time  cultivated  for  hay,  but  it  is  best  adapted  for  pasture ; 
gravelly  loam,  shallow,  with  rock  ledges  appearing  at  some  places  on 
the  surface.  $10  per  acre,  $800. 

B-243,  640  acres;  On  this  section  is  located  the  site  of  the  pro- 
1714  posed  reservoir  on  the  Arroyo  Valle.  North  of  the  creek  is  gently 
sloping  hills,  mostly  open,  with  about  200  acres  fit  for  cultivation. 
Considerable  acreage  is  gravelly  creek  bottom,  covered  with  scatter- 
ing sycamore  and  cottonwood  trees.  The  southwest  quarter  is  very 
steep  and  brushy,  and  cut  by  a  deep  ravine.  All  that  portion  to  the 
west  of  the  creek  is  waste  and  broken. 
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The  general  character  of  that  portion  of  the  land  lying  west  of 
the  Arroyo  Valle  Creek  is  wooded,  steep  and  brushy.  All  the  land 
lying  east  of  the  Arroyo  Valle  in  the  northern  portion  of  the  tract 
is  open  pasture  land,  with  some  areas  that  can  be  cultivated,  particu- 
larly on  Sections  18  and  13.  Southerly  portion  on  easterly  side  of 
creek  is  very  steep ;  not  so  much  timber  except  in  extreme  southeast- 
erly portion  of  Section  33 ;  very  rocky. 

The  portion  west  of  the  Arroyo  Valle  is  poor  land  for  pasturage 
purposes,  because  of  dense  growth  of  brush.  Nothing  open  there  ex- 
cept what  is  called  the  backbone  of  the  ridge.  In  toward  the  ravines 
it  gets  very  brushy,  so  as  to  prevent  the  growth  of  grasses.  The  brush 
furnishes  very  litle  pasturage  for  cattle.  At  the  time  that  brush  is  in 
bloom  and  growing,  the  other  grasses  around  there  are  at  their  best, 
and  consequently  stock  do  not  use  much  of  the  brush  for  pasturage.  1715 

There  is  good  pasturage  on  portions  of  the  portion  to  the  east, 
but  in  the  southeast  corner  on  Section  33  it  is  of  no  use  at  all. 

C-243,  120  acres ;  is  crossed  diagonally  by  the  Arroyo  Valle  Creek 
in  the  northeast  corner,  leaving  ten  or  twelve  acres  east  and  north 
of  the  creek.  South  and  west  of  the  creek  60  acres  of  good  tillable 
land.  The  balance  sloping  up  to  the  west  on  to  a  well  wooded  hill. 
Soil  soft  yellowish  clay,  with  shale  and  mixture ;  $15  per  acre. 

D-243,  40  acres:  At  one  time  had  a  pretty  good  home  and  barn 
on  it.  Traces  of  an  orchard ;  slopes  high  to  the  west  on  to  a  well  wooded 
steep  hill.  Northwest  corner  is  high  up  on  a  steep  hill.  Yellowish 
clay  with  some  gravel.  In  all  cases  in  that  country  it  is  a  disadvant- 
age when  a  hill  is  covered  with  trees  and  brush.  The  woods  are  live 
flak,  white  oak,  and  in  some  of  the  ravines,  pine  trees ;  poison  oak  and  1716 
gooseberry,  and  all  the  native  brush  that  grows  through  that  country 
is  in  the  undergrowth,  which  in  some  places  is  impenetrable. 

1-243,  160  acres;  is  cut  by  a  deep  ravine;  very  steep  and  brushy; 
very  little  pasture ;  yellow  clay  with  shale  admixture ;  only  useful  for 
pasturage,  and  of  only  nominal  value  for  such  purposes.  $7  per  acre. 

J-243,  160  acres ;  has  about  20  to  25  acres  that  had  been  cleared 
and  farmed ;  balance  steep  and  brushy.  The  whole  quarter  is  of  small 
value.  Remains  of  a  house  and  outbuilding  are  still  to  be  found  on 
the  land.  $7  per  acre.  I  have  been  over  these  lands  myself. 

K-243,  is  cut  by  a  deep  ravine ;  is  very  steep  and  brushy,  and  of 
small  value  even  for  pasture,  owing  to  denseness  of  brush,  which  is 
mostly  chaparral.  Value  $5  per  acre. 

M-243,  87.79  acres;  good  open  pasture  land,  cut  by  ravines,  and 
consequently  rough  in  that  portion;  land  lies  partly  well  down  the 
hill,  and  slopes  partly  to  the  north.    Adobe  with  shale  mixture.    Value       1717 
$18  per  acre.     Best  adapted  to  pasture,  but  probably  half  or  a  little 
over  might  be  cultivated. 

N-243,  237.81  acres;  large  area  of  this  tract  lies  within  the  con- 
tour of  the  proposed  Arroyo  Valle  Reservoir  site,  and  is  pretty  much 
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cut  up  by  the  Arroyo  Valle  Creek.  Soil  is  light  gravelly  loam.  That 
portion  above  reservoir  contour  slopes  gradually  to  the  northeast,  and 
is  fairly  good.  Suitable  for  hay ;  adobe  mixed  with  shale.  Value  $18 
per  acre. 

0-243,  23  acres;  lies  in  bottom  of  Arroyo  Valle  Creek;  gravelly 
loam  of  rather  poor  fertility,  and  of  small  agricultural  value.  Would 
furnish  pretty  good  pasture  for  a  short  time.  Value  $18  per  acre. 
In  the  areas  where  the  creek  is  wide,  there  is  considerable  gravel.  The 
creek  changes  from  year  to  year  in  its  course,  and  a  deposit  of  gravel 
is  always  left  behind  in  that  place.  In  those  areas  of  level  land  it  is 
gravelly  at  the  bottom  with  some  loam  deposited  from  the  sediment 
of  the  hills  in  it ;  it  grows  grass  during  the  early  spring  and  summer 
months,  and  dries  out  very  early. 

P-243,  160  acres;  good  open  rolling  hills,  sloping  to  the  north- 
east; cut  by  ravine  in  the  northwest  corner.  Mostly  tillable  and  suit- 

1718  able  for  hay  and  grain.    Gravelly  loam  with  adobe  and  shale  mixture. 
$18  per  acre.     The  land  suitable  for  hay  and  grain  is  poor  hay  and 
grain  land,  but  can  be  cultivated  and  a  crop  of  hay  grown  on  it, 
which  would  be  useful  in  feeding  cattle  in  a  hard  winter. 

Q-243,  Section  19;  661.81  acres,  traversed  by  the  Arroyo  Valle 
Creek.  A  large  area  of  portion  lying  east  of  the  creek  has  chaparral 
on  it.  Portion  west  of  the  creek  is  steep  and  covered  with  oak,  pine, 
gooseberry,  poison  oak,  and  all  kinds  of  native  brush.  Most  dense 
generally,  excepting  on  top  of  the  ridges.  Some  level  areas  on  creek, 
and  on  benches  adjoining,  through  which  the  county  road  runs,  is 
good  pasture.  Proposed  reservoir  will  cover  all  of  this  level  land. 
Value  $7.50  per  acre.  The  good  pasture  is  right  along  where  th% 
county  road  formerly  ran  on  the  west  bank  of  the  creek,  probably  50 
or  60  acres. 

R-243,  Section  29,  640  acres.  This  section  as  a  whole  is  a  very 
rough  section.  The  Arroyo  Valle  Creek  runs  northwesterly  through 
it.  A  deep  ravine  runs  west  into  the  creek  through  the  southeast 
quarter;  very  precipitous  and  heavily  wooded  slopes,  mostly  cha- 
parral, southwest  quarter  steep  and  brushy.  The  northeast  quarter  is 
well  up  on  the  slope  of  hills  toward  the  east.  Mostly  open  land,  with 

1719  some  brush  in  the  ravine.    Soil  is  light,  and  with  rock  ledges  showing 
above  the  surface.     The  northwest  quarter  is  lower  down  and  some- 
what better,  mostly  open  pasture  with  some  thickets.    Poison  oak  and 
peppermint  brush.     $5  per  acre. 

S-243,  324.10  acres;  traversed  by  Arroyo  Valle  Creek;  about  40 
acres  level;  gravelly  soil;  can  be  cultivated.  Also  some  land  in  the 
northeast  corner  of  the  northeast  quarter.  That  portion  of  this  tract 
west  of  the  creek  is  very  steep,  and  covered  with  dense  growth  of  pine, 
sycamore,  scrub  oak,  black  oak  and  gooseberry  bushes.  Very  indif- 
ferent pasture.  A  fair  sized  dwelling  house  in  good  condition  is  lo- 
cated on  the  east  side  of  the  creek.  Owing  to  its  attractive  location 
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and  surroundings,  has  a  value  somewhat  in  excess  of  pasturage.  Value 
without  the  buildings,  $15  per  acre. 

T-243,  160  acres;  formerly  the  Bradshaw  place.  About  15  acres 
was  planted  to  orchard.  Light  gravelly  soil  with  rock  outcroppings. 
The  Arroyo  Valle  crossed  the  northeast  corner  diagonally.  25  or  30 
acres  to  north  of  creek  fair  open  pasture,  balance  of  land  very  steep 
and  brushy,  with  some  pasturage  areas.  Remote  and  difficult  of  access. 
$5  per  acre. 

U-243,  160  acres;  lies  to  west  of  Arroyo  Valle,  and  is  very  steep 
and  brushy,  with  only  a  few  acres  of  bench  land  suitable  for  pasture ; 
balance  of  small  value,  owing  to  roughness  and  denseness  of  brush. 
$5  per  acre. 

V-243,  640  acres;  extremely  rough  with  steep  banks,  and  dense  1720 
chaparral  brush  covering  same.  Some  open  land  in  the  northeast 
quarter,  which  is  well  watered,  and  some  good  pasture,  but  very  limited 
area.  This  land  is  so  steep  and  brushy,  that  the  Government  sur- 
veyors were  unable  to  run  the  lines  over  it.  Value  $4  per  acre. 
(Gale's  valuation  $5;  Schween's  $7.50.)  1721 

Parcel  247,  Cresta  Blanca  tract ;  164  acres ;  lies  east  of  the  Arroyo 
Valle  Creek  after  passing  Cresta  Blanca  vineyard.  It  is  a  very  steep 
hill.  Comes  down  into  the  creek.  Through  most  of  the  entire  area 
a  very  prominent  white  slide  is  in  the  northeast  corner  of  this  tract. 
Around  that  slide,  and  to  the  southeast  of  it,  there  is  some  area  of 
open  land,  which  is  the  only  open  land  on  the  tract.  The  other  land 
steep  and  brushy,  is  entirely  of  no  value  at  all.  It  is  all  rocks,  and  so 
perpendicular  that  a  goat  could  hardly  climb  over.  Probably  75  acres 
is  open  enough  that  stock  could  go  in  through  it  and  find  some  pasture. 
Value  $5  per  acre.  (Gale's  valuation  $15;  Schween's  $20.) 

N-268,  plot  30  on  the  Clay  Investment  Co.,  tract,  214.87  acres: 
Entire  plot  creek  bottom,  with  some  grass  that  would  furnish  pasture 
for  a  month  or  two  in  the  spring.  Has  no  particular  agricultural 
value,  but  is  in  the  line  of  development  of  a  commercial  gravel  pit,  1722 
and  it  would  have  a  value  of  $50  an  acre.  The  Grant  Gravel  Co.,  is 
operating  further  down  on  the  Arroyo  Valle  Creek,  near  Remillard; 
they  have  quite  an  extensive  plant  there  on  the  Koopman  ranch.  They 
also  have  either  purchased  or  have  an  option  on  that  portion  of  the 
Ruby  Hill  Vineyard  Co. 's  property  that  extends  into  the  Arroyo 
Valle  Creek,  and  has  a  large  deposit  on  it.  They  also  have  an  option 
on  the  next  tract,  east  of  the  Ruby  Hill  tract,  next  to  the  Schween 
Co.  The  Schween  Co.,  tract  is  immediately  adjoining  these  214  acres, 
and  from  the  present  indications,  and  the  way  the  winter  rains  spill 
the  gravel  back  into  the  creek  after  being  taken  out,  will  take  a  great 
many  years  before  this  tract  will  be  reached  or  available  for  gravel 
purposes.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  another  company  should  come  in 
there  to  operate  a  gravel  business,  it  would  be  necessary  to  build  a 
railroad  from  the  Southern  Pacific  into  this  tract,  and  to  secure  a 
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right  of  way  through  that  property  between  the  present  right  of  way 

1723  of  the  Southern  Pacific  and  the  gravel  bed,  which  would  be  a  very 
extensive  operation.    I  know  of  a  comparable  gravel  land,  which  is  a 
tract  between  Castle  Rock  and  Carbona,  on  the  Western  Pacific  Rail- 
road, where  there  is  a  very  large  deposit  of  gravel  of  very  excellent 
quality,  owned  by  the  Crocker-Dillon  people,  and  -which  can  be  pur- 
chased for  $9  per  acre.    It  has  been  used  extensively  by  the  Western 
Pacific  for  ballasting,  and  for  the  County  of  San  Joaquin  for  road 
making. 

In  placing  my  valuation  upon  the  Arroyo  Valle  lands,  I  took 
into  consideration  sales  of  land  in  the  vicinity,  comparable  with  the 
lands  of  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Company. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.   SEARLS. 

1724  Refer  to  Section  5,  township  4  south,  range  3  east,  and  Section 
33,  township  3  south,  range  3  east ;  Section  33  sold,  in  1908,  from  the 
McLaughlin  Co.,  to  Frank  Kelly,  for  $7  per  acre.    Section  5  sold  for 
$6  per  acre  at  the  same  time,  and  is  good  pasture  land  with  the  Mocho 
running  through  it.    Section  33  is,  as  to  the  larger  part,  in  the  Arroyo 
Sequa  Valley.     Some  areas  on  both  sections  capable  of  cultivation. 
Both  are  more  accessible  to  Livermore  than  the  Arroyo  Valle  lands. 
Section  5  is  a  mile  from  the  Arroyo  Valle,  and  Section  33  two  miles 
in  an  air  line.     Then  the  sale  from  Pope  to  Patterson;  you  pass 
through  the  Pope  land  before  arriving  at  the  Spring  Valley  Water 
Co.  's  land  in  the  Arroyo  Valle.    This  was  sold  in  1899  at  $6  an  acre 

1725  approximately.    There  were  4000  acres  in  the  tract.    The  Pope  lands 
are  better  pasture  lands,  and  are  more  accessible,  nearer  to  town,  and 
have  more  open  areas  on  them,  and  are  not  so  steep  as  the  Spring  Val- 
ley land.     There  is  acreage  on  them  that  can  be  cultivated,  but  that 
land  is  better  adapted  to  pasturage  purposes.     The  sale  from  the 
Clarke  estate  to  Fallon ;  the  south  half  of  Section  10,  township  4  south, 
range  3  east;  1  mile  from  the  Spring  Valley  lands,  sold  on  July  1, 
1912,  for  $2400,  $7.50  per  acre.     Just  one  mile  east  from  Section  18. 
Compares  very  favorably  with  Section  19  of  Spring  Valley  land,  but 
not  as  good  land  as  Section  18  of  Spring  Valley  land,  better  than  Sec- 
tion 29,  and  far  better  than  Section  33.    The  sale  from  Mrs.  Jordan 
to  Mr.  Vinther  is  in  Section  12,  immediately  adjoining  the  Spring 

1726  Valley  Co.  's  lands,  A-243  and  B-243.    It  is  80  acres  sold  on  July  22, 
1911;  $15  per  acre;  is  exactly  similar  to  the  Spring  Valley  land 
adjacent  to  it. 

Sale  from  Stanley  to  Gondansa,  October  17,  1912 ;  south  half  of 
Section  4  township  4  south,  range  3  east,  bought  for  $7  per  acre. 
Better  land  than  any  of  the  Spring  Valley's,  except  Section  18,  and 
portions  of  Section  13  and  parcel  A-243.  Although  these  are  smaller 
pieces,  their  value  as  compared  to  the  Spring  Valley's  would  prac- 

1727  tically  be  the  same,  but  you  could  not  sell  a  tract  like  the  Spring  Val- 
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ley  tract  as  readiy  as  you  could  a  half  section  there,  because  the  farm- 
ers of  Livermore  Valley  who  farm  all  of  their  land  will  want  a  half  a 
section  in  some  of  those  hills  where  they  can  turn  their  work  horses  out 
after  they  get  their  crops  in.  I  think  you  could  more  readily  sell  a 
small  tract  like  this  than  you  could  the  Spring  Valley's  holdings. 

I  acquired  my  familiarity  with  the  Pleasanton  lands  through 
having  lived  very  nearly  30  years  at  Livermore,  six  miles  from  Pleas- 
anton, and  I  have  been  over  the  land  very  often,  and  have  seen  it  at 
all  times  and  seasons  of  the  year.  I  am  familiar  with  their  condition 
at  all  seasons  of  the  year,  and  with  the  crops  that  are  raised  on  the  1728 
land.  I  am  familiar  with  sales  of  land  made  in  that  vicinity. 

Map  10,  c-239,  30  acres;  e-239,  1.53  acres;  f-239,  .52  acres;  g-239, 
1.138  acres;  h-239,  108.48  acres.  This  land  is  about  one  and  a  half 
miles  southwest  of  the  town  of  Pleasanton,  and  has  a  moist,  deep  loam 
soil,  suitable  for  berries,  vegetables  or  orchard.  Some  of  the  principal 
wells  of  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,  in  the  Pleasanton  District  are 
located  on  these  lands.  These  tracts  valued  at  $500  per  acre. 

d-239,  18.067  acres,  lies  on  the  sidehill  west  of  the  Hearst  road 
from  Dublin  next  to  the  Phoebe  Hearst  place.  Not  particularly  good 
for  farming,  but  good  pasture.  Has  principally  a  value  for  residential 
purposes ;  brush  and  oak  trees  abound.  A  small  strip  lies  east  of  the 
road  as  far  as  Laguna  Creek.  $150  an  acre.  (Valued  by  Gale  and 
Schween  at  $200  per  acre.) 

1-239,  92.501  acres,  traversed  by  the  Southern  Pacific  Co.  's  right 
of  way.  Slopes  westerly  toward  the  Arroyo  De  Laguna  Creek.  The  1729 
westerly  portion  has  brown  heavy  soil;  the  easterly  has  light  soil,  in- 
clined to  be  gravelly  as  it  approaches  the  right  of  way  of  the  Southern 
Pacific  Railroad.  A  portion  is  somewhat  elevated;  the  light  red  soil 
inclined  to  gravel.  $350  per  acre.  (Valued  by  Gale  at  $300,  and 
Schween  at  $250.) 

j-239,  137.5  acres;  adjoins  the  town  of  Pleasanton  on  the  south. 
Deep  sandy  loam,  inclined  to  gravel  in  the  eastern  portion.  Not  as 
good  as  the  adjoining  tracts,  but  its  proximity  to  the  town  of  Pleas- 
anton gives  it  an  added  value.  $500  per  acre.  (That  is  the  same 
value  as  placed  upon  it  by  the  Spring  Valley  witnesses.) 

k-239,  159.28  acres;  southwest  of  the  town  of  Pleasanton  about 
one  mile.  County  Road  No.  2000  lies  along  its  northerly  boundary. 
Soil  is  a  moist,  deep  loam,  level,  and  adapted  to  truck  farming.  $500 
per  acre.  (Valuation  same  as  Spring  Valley  witnesses.) 

1-239,  m-239  and  n-239 ;  a  total  of  115.204  acres ;  identically  simi- 
lar land  to  one  another.  This  tract  has  a  frontage  on  County  Road 
No.  2000,  and  lies  immediately  west  of  the  Pleasanton  race  track. 
Cropped  to  alfalfa.  Has  a  deep,  loamy  soil,  suitable  for  vegetables, 
berries  or  orchard.  $500  per  acre.  (Valued  by  Gale  at  $500,  and  by 
Schween  at  $450  per  acre.) 
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0-239,  p-239  and  G-241,  containing  182.04  acres;  has  a  frontage 
on  County  Road  No.  2000,  which  lies  along  the  south  boundary; 
bounded  on  the  north  by  the  Arroyo  Valle  Creek.  Deep,  sandy,  loamy 

1731  soil;  level,  adapted  to  vegetables,  berries,  alfalfa  or  orchard.     $500 
per  acre.     (Valued  by  Mr.  Gale  at  $500  and  by  Schween  at  $400.) 

r-239,  43.92  acres;  s-239,  4  acres;  t-239,  10.88  acres;  u-239,  10.12 
acres ;  v-239,  8.12  acres ;  q-239,  28.37  acres ;  total  105.41  acres,  located 
southwest  of  the  town  of  Pleasanton,  about  one  and  one-quarter  miles 
distant  therefrom.  County  Road  No.  2000  lies  along  the  north  line 
of  the  tract.  Laguna  Creek  is  on  the  west  boundary.  The  soil  is  a 
moist  deep  loam,  adapted  to  the  growing  of  vegetables,  berries  or 
alfalfa;  also  suitable  for  orchard.  $500  per  acre.  (Same  value  as 
fixed  by  Spring  Valley  witnesses.) 

O-268,  Pleasanton  Hop  Co.,  purchase;  299.74  acres.  Hop  yards 
were  located  here  in  the  past.  Part  of  this  property  has  been  covered 
with  hop  yards,  which  were  an  indifferent  success.  The  soil  shows 
considerable  traces  of  alkali.  In  1914  barley  growing  on  the  land 
showed  to  be  stunted  and  yellow,  and  a  failure  in  many  spots,  due  to 
the  alkali  in  the  soil.  200  acres,  valued  at  $200  per  acre,  the  balance 
99.74  acres,  valued  at  $400  per  acre ;  total  for  the  tract,  $79,896.  The 
99  acres  lie  near  the  creek,  and  seem  to  have  entirely  different  soil 
from  the  200  acres,  being  a  deep  loam,  suitable  for  vegetables,  beets 
or  alfalfa.  Buildings  and  structures  on  these  Pleasanton  lands  were 

1732  not  included  in  my  appraisal.    The  Heath  lease  is  on  that  piece,  and 
is  now  in  alfalfa. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

They  sowed  barley  and  alfalfa  in  1914  at  the  same  time. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.    SEARLS. 

P-268,  11.64  acres,  also  a  part  of  the  Pleasanton  Hop  Co.,  pur- 
chase. Although  this  is  a  portion  of  a  sub-division  remaining  unsold 
after  being  on  the  market  about  ten  years,  it  has  a  possibility  of  sale 
in  acre  tracts  for  home  sites,  and  is  worth  from  this  standpoint  $500 
per  acre.  (Mr.  Gale  valued  that  at  $1000  an  acre.)  It  is  suitable  for 
town  lots,  and  has  been  subdivided  previously  and  lots  sold  there.  It 

1733  would  sell  readily  in  subdivisions  of  acre  lots.    As  it  has  been  on  the 
market  for  so  long,  and  the  best  portions  disposed  of,  I  would  not  put 
as  high  a  price  on  the  remaining  portion  as  to  what  it  would  bring  if 
the  entire  subdivision  were  just  started.    I  do  not  think  there  are  any 
improvements  on  this  tract. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

The  most  desirable  portion  of  this  particular  tract  has  been  dis- 
posed of,  and  there  are  lots  sold  all  through  it.  The  11.64  acres  un- 
disposed of  are  a  portion  of  a  larger  tract  which  has  been  sold  off. 
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Q-268,  241.43  acres,  also  a  portion  of  the  Pleasanton  Hop  Co., 
purchase;  lies  east  of  the  Santa  Eita-Pleasanton  road;  bounded  on 
the  south  by  the  Western  Pacific  Railroad,  and  on  the  west  by  the 
Santa  Rita-Pleasanton  road.  Under  continuous  cultivation  for  about 
40  years.  Sandy  loam  soil,  in  places  apparently  worn  out.  Will  take 
several  years  of  careful  handling  to  bring  it  to  a  medium  state  of 
production.  $300  per  acre.  Grain  raised  mostly,  and  a  portion  of  ^734. 
it  now  in  alfalfa,  planted  this  last  year. 

R-268,  64.71  acres;  at  present  in  alfalfa.  Does  not  appear  to  be 
very  successful,  owing  to  insufficient  irrigation  to  keep  gophers  down. 
Only  about  a  two-thirds  stand  on  the  ground.  Deep,  sandy  loam  soil, 
and  could  be  used  for  vegetables  on  account  of  its  accessibility  to 
town.  Has  a  value  in  excess  of  farming  land  value,  and  is  worth 
$400  per  acre.  Mr.  Schween's  testimony  that  this  was  rich  bottom 
land,  suitable  for  raising  berries,  vegetables  and  fruits,  and  with  one 
bad  strip  through  it,  was  correct.  It  could  be  used  for  vegetables  if 
it  was  irrigated,  but  it  is  not,  and  has  never  been  that  I  know  of. 
There  are  very  extensive  improvements  on  this  piece  of  property,  far 
too  extensive  for  the  acreage  contained.  The  Lilienthal  residence  is 
still  there,  very  large  barns  and  outbuildings. 

S-268,  Alameda  Sugar  Co.,  purchase,  296.679  acres;  consists  of 
what  was  formerly  the  Merriwa  Stock  Farm.  The  reclaimed  portion  1735 
lies  immediately  east,  and  fronting  on  the  Pleasanton-Santa  Rita  road, 
traversed  by  the  Mocho  and  the  Los  Positas  Creek.  Portion  shows 
considerable  alkali,  and  the  western  portion  is  cut  up  by  creeks  and 
drain  ditches.  The  soil  is  inclined  to  be  marshy.  The  easterly  por- 
tion was  sold  in  1904  to  James  Butler,  of  New  York,  by  the  Bank  of 
Livermore,  for  $27,000.  I  valued  that  at  $180  an  acre,  total  $53,402.22. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  Greene. 

That  sale  did  not  cover  the  whole  of  it,  but  only  the  eastern  por- 
tion of  the  tract.  I  do  not  know  what  acreage  it  covered  exactly,  but 
it  is  the  acreage  lying  east  of  the  dotted  line  shown  on  the  map. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.   SEARLS. 

T-268,  3.78  acres ;  is  a  station  building  site  on  the  railroad  track 
for  loading  beets.  Valued  at  $400  per  acre.  (S-268  valued  by  Gale 
at  $300  per  acre,  and  by  Schween  at  $275  per  acre.  P-268  valued  by 
Gale  at  $350  per  acre,  and  by  Schween  at  $275.) 

U-268;  portion  of  the  Alameda  Sugar  Co.,  purchase,  785  acres 
located  between  the  drainage  canal  and  the  ditch.  Traversed  by  sev- 
eral lateral  ditches  draining  in  both  directions.  Where  well  drained  1736 
shows  indications  of  good  soil,  but  is  broken  by  a  good  deal  of  low, 
marshy  land  that  seems  impossible  to  drain.  Has  been  classed  as 
almost  waste  land.  The  portion  lying  south  and  west  of  the  canal 
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seems  to  be  very  good  land,  well  drained,  of  medium,  heavy  loam  and 
fertile  soil ;  adobe  formation.  Value  $300  per  acre.  Total  value  $235,- 
500.  There  have  been  no  ditches  built  there  since  1911.  The  west- 
erly and  southerly  portion  that  extends  down  to  the  Arroyo  Valle 
Creek,  and  is  west  of  County  Road  No.  2570  to  the  Laguna  Creek,  and 
southerly  along  the  Laguna  Creek  to  the  southerly  corner  of  the  tract, 
had  all  been  reclaimed  several  years  ago,  and  had  beets,  and  it  is  in 
about  the  same  condition  that  it  was  at  that  time.  The  portion  lying 
east  of  that  county  road,  and  extending  to  the  easterly  boundary  of 
the  tract,  is  cut  up  with  ditches  and  grows  considerable  tule,  which 
offers  resistance  to  the  drainage  that  would  run  out  into  the  main 
canals  through  it.  The  land  is  marshy  in  places.  There  are  con- 
siderable areas  of  waste  land  that  are  not  at  all  cultivated;  the  other 
is  the  best  land  lying  west  of  the  county  road.  (Valued  by  Gale  at 
$350,  and  Schween  at  $325.) 

V-268,  338.01  acres;  on  the  Livermore-Dublin  road,  immediately 

1737  west  of  Santa  Rita,  traversed  by  the  San  Ramon  line  of  railroad.    Con- 
siderable portion  of  loam  soil  caused  by  deposits  from  Tassajero  Creek ; 
other  portions  of  tract  show  black  adobe,  with  more  or  less  alkali  in 
the  entire  tract;  cultivation  would  be  difficult,  and  unless  seasonal 
conditions  are  just  right,  crop  is  liable  to  prove  a  failure  about  three 
times  in  five  years.    No  improvements  on  it.    Valued  at  $125  per  acre. 

Parcel  270,  102.28  acres,  fronting  on  the  Pleasanton-Santa  Rita 
road,  traversed  by  the  Mocho  and  Los  Positas  Creeks,  and  diagonally 
crossed  by  the  San  Ramon  branch  of  the  Southern  Pacific.  Has  al- 
ways been  used  for  pasturage.  It  is  low,  marshy,  and  rather  difficult 
of  drainage.  Might  be  farmed,  but  not  very  successfully.  Valued  at 
$150  per  acre.  (On  V-268  Gale's  valuation  $250;  Schween 's  $275. 
On  270  Gale's  valuation  $300,  Schween 's  $325.) 

Parcel  271,  63.78  acres,  lies  immediately  east  of  Santa  Rita,  on 
the  Dublin-Livermore  road.  Is  low,  wet  adobe  soil,  strongly  impreg- 
nated with  alkali.  Most  suitable  for  pasture.  I  have  never  seen  a 
good  crop  on  it.  Value  $120  per  acre.  (Gale  $300,  Schween  $275.) 

Parcel  272,  10  acres  fronting  on  Black  Avenue.  Soil  clay  and 
loam,  inclined  to  be  somewhat  heavy.  $400  per  acre.  (Gale  and 
Schween  $500  per  acre.) 

Parcel  273,  Anselmo  place,  5  acres  fronting  on  Black  Avenue; 

1738  Lilienthal  subdivision,  clay  loam,  heavy,  $400  per  acre.     (Spring  Val- 
ley witnesses  $500,  excepting  Mortimer,  who  valued  that  at  $550.) 

Parcel  274,  10  acres;  with  the  exception  of  about  3  acres  in  the 
southerly  end  of  the  tract  along  the  creek,  consisting  of  loam  soil,  the 
balance  is  coal  black  adobe,  with  alkali  showing.  Difficult  of  culti- 
vation ;  crop  will  prove  a  failure  four  years  out  of  five.  $120  an  acre. 
(Schween  and  Gale  at  $250.) 

Parcel  275,  40.61  acres;  fronting  on  Valley  Avenue,  Pleasanton. 
In  alfalfa  at  the  present  time.  Clay  loam  soil,  inclined  to  be  heavy 
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and  wet ;  successful  cultivation  is  impossible  in  the  rainy  season.  $325 
per  acre.  (Gale  and  Schween  at  $450  per  acre.)  I  valued  that  less 
than  the  other  land  because  it  is  lower,  is  a  heavier  soil,  and  harder 
to  cultivate. 

Parcel  276,  16.44  acres,  down  in  the  race  track.  On  the  south 
bank  of  the  Arroyo  Valle  Creek.  Deep,  sandy  loam  soil.  Similar  in 
character  to  the  lands  on  the  south  of  it  belonging  to  the  Spring  Val- 
ley Water  Co.  Valued  at  $500  per  acre.  Good  for  vegetables,  berries 
and  orchards,  or  for  alfalfa  with  irrigation.  (Gale  $750,  Schween  1739 
$650.) 

Parcel  277,  11  acres ;  fronting  on  Black  Avenue,  Pleasanton,  one 
of  the  Lilienthal  subdivisions.  Clay  loam  soil,  somewhat  heavy. 
$400  an  acre.  (Schween  and  Gale  $500.) 

Parcel  278,  177.37  acres;  Heath  Dairy  Co.,  is  located  on  this  at 
the  present  time.  Has  a  frontage  on  the  Santa  Rita-Dublin  road. 
Some  acreage  lies  north  of  Black  Avenue.  Heavy  clay  loam  soil ;  in 
alfalfa,  which  is  an  indifferent  success.  $400  per  acre. 

Parcel  279,  117.533  acres.  Was  purchased  in  1911  for  $144  per 
acre  and  is  low  land  consisting  of  moist  loam  in  the  southern,  and 
brown  adobe  in  the  northern  portion,  underlain  with  alkali.  Was 
planted  to  alfalfa,  but  absolutely  proved  a  failure.  Value  $120  per 
acre.  I  do  not  class  that  as  good  land.  It  is  best  adapted  to  high- 
class  pasturage.  (Gale  $200,  Schween  $225.) 

Parcel  280,  Kruse  place ;  situated  on  the  right  after  crossing  the      1740 
bridge  on  the  westerly  limits  of  the  town  of  Pleasanton.    The  soil  is 
a  deep  loam.    $400  per  acre.    (Gale  $550,  Schween  $525.) 

Parcel  281,  Blacow  place,  50  acres,  fronting  on  the  Pleasanton- 
Santa  Rita  road.  Elevation  somewhat  higher  than  the  surrounding 
land.  Light  loam;  suitable  for  vegetables;  now  planted  to  alfalfa 
with  indifferent  success.  $310  per  acre.  (Gale  $500,  Schween  $450.) 

Parcel  282;  these  tracts  are  suitable  for  agricultural  purposes, 
vegetables  or  orchards,  and  this  applies  to  all  four  of  them,  made 
up  of  29.18  acres ;  9.75 ;  19.47  and  10.13.  Total  acreage  68.53.  Value 
$300  per  acre. 

Parcel  283,  part  of  the  Schween  purchase.  40  acre  tract,  imme- 
diately south  of  S-268,  and  north  of  282.  Slightly  marshy  in  the 
northerly  portion,  and  shows  some  indication  of  alkali.  $200  per 
acre.  The  other  three  parcels  of  283  are  in  the  extreme  east  end  of  1741 
the  map,  about  the  middle.  101.05  acres,  106.72  acres,  and  143.14 
acres.  Total  350.91  acres.  The  soil  is  a  rich  loam,  except  40  acres 
fronting  on  the  Santa  Rita  road,  classed  as  clay  adobe.  Soil  suitable 
for  orchard  and  vegetables,  providing  sub-soil  should  not  develop 
alkali.  Water  would  be  also  required  to  irrigate  if  vegetable  grow- 
ing was  attempted.  Value  $290  per  acre.  The  reason  for  differ- 
entiating between  the  Schween  lands  and  the  lands  on  the  other 
side  of  the  road  further  south  are  that  the  lands  west  of  the  Santa 

477 


SPRING  VALLEY  WATER  CO.  VS.  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

Rita-Pleasanton  road  are  newer  lands,  and  have  not  been  farmed  as 
long  as  these  lands  on  the  east  of  the  road.  The  soil  is  of  a  richer 
character  on  the  west  of  the  road.  These  lands  have  been  under  cul- 
tivation for  about  40  years,  which  would  lessen  the  productivity  as 
compared  with  the  lands  on  the  west  of  the  road.  The  Schween  land 
is  a  different  kind  of  soil.  The  lands  on  the  west  side  are  of  a 
thicker  loam  and  a  richer  soil.  There  is  a  light  loam  on  the  east 
side  of  the  road,  and  not  as  fertile.  There  are  some  areas  of  gravel 

1742  through  it,  but  not  very  many.    I  am  familiar  with  the  35  acres  of 
parcel  283  adjoining  county  road,  which  is  rented  for  horses,  and  in 
my  opinion,  it  is  not  possible  to  keep  30  head  of  horses  there  all  the 
year  round,  because  there  are  at  least  two  or  three  months  of  the 
year  when  there  is  hardly  any  growth  of  grass,  and  that  being  pas- 
tured down  with  30  head  of  horses,  they  would  starve  to  death. 

Parcel  284,  formerly  the  Sam  Oxsen  place,  16.71  acres.  Located 
on  the  east  of  the  Santa  Rita-Pleasanton  road,  and  at  a  point  where 
the  Mocho  and  Los  Positas  Creeks  cross  the  road.  Fairly  good  land, 
but  somewhat  inclined  to  be  marshy.  $240  per  acre.  (Gale  $450, 
Schween  $425.  In  regard  to  parcel  283,  the  different  parcels  were 
valued  from  $450  to  $525  by  Gale  and  Schween,  except  on  the  parcel 
of  40  acres,  which  Gale  valued  $350  and  Schween  at  $375.) 

Parcel  286,  17.28  acres,  formerly  the  Wenig  place.  Has  a  front- 
age on  the  Santa  Rita-Pleasanton  road.  Slightly  low.  Inclined  to  be 
marshy  in  places,  with  moist  loam  soil.  Suitable  for  truck  gardening 
or  alfalfa.  $300  per  acre. 

1743  DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

Parcel  288,  Chabot  piece;  1191.61  acres;  fronting  on  the  road 
leading  from  Dublin  to  Pleasanton.  Some  good  land,  but  most  of  it 
difficult  to  cultivate  after  heavy  rainfall.  Not  hard  to  seed  before 
Fall  rain  sets  in.  Some  areas  impossible  to  plow  before  rain.  If 
moderate  rain  comes  early  in  the  Fall  it  can  be  cultivated  and 
planted.  Conditions  must  be  just  right  to  secure  success,  and  will 
average  right  probably  once  in  about  five  years.  Black  adobe  soil, 
underlaid  with  alkali.  Value  $100  per  acre.  I  have  known  it  for 
over  20  years,  and  it  is  very  seldom  that  any  good  crops  are  ob- 
tained. 

Parcel  289,  47.37  acres,  fronting  on  Santa  Rita-Pleasanton  road. 
Some  willow  trees.  Northern  portion  shows  outside  alkali  on  the 
surface  of  the  soil.  Has  been  mostly  used  for  pasturage.  Could  be 

1744  farmed,  but  not  successfully.    Value  $150  per  acre. 

Parcel  291,  the  Hewlett  place,  210.547  acres ;  fronting  on  Dublin- 
Livermore  road.  Adobe  soil  underlaid  with  alkali.  Crops  seem  to 
grow  in  tufts,  with  rank  growth  in  some  places,  while  others  show 
almost  complete  crop  failure.  Similar  to  parcel  288.  In  this  loca- 
tion it  is  very  hard  to  get  sales  of  land  comparable  with  these  tracts, 
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because  Spring  Valley  owns  nearly  all  of  this  type  of  land  located 
in  this  district.  I  used  some  sales  to  assist  me  to  arrive  at  a  value 
of  these  lands.  The  Galway  sale  to  Dr.  Warner  in  1911 ;  377  acres 
at  a  total  price  of  $45,240,  or  $120  an  acre,  located  probably  a  mile 
or  a  mile  and  a  half  along  the  Santa  Rita  road,  east  from  the  Pleas- 
anton  land,  parcels  274,  279  and  S-268.  Separating  it  from  these 
pieces  of  land,  there  is  the  Whalen  ranch,  the  Adler  tract,  and  Henry  1745 
Mohr  has  a  40  acre  tract  separating  S-268  from  the  Galway  place. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

The  Whalen  piece  is  between  274  and  the  Galway  piece. 

DIRECT   EXAMINATION   BY    MR.    STEINHART. 

The  portion  of  the  Galway  piece  next  to  the  road,  north  of  the 
creek  will  compare  with  all  of  the  Spring  Valley  lands  between  274 
and  288,  and  the  southerly  portion  of  the  Galway  tract  will  compare 
with  283  and  all  of  the  282  pieces.  It  will  not  compare  with  286. 
It  will  compare  with  very  nearly  all  of  the  land  lying  east  of  the 
Pleasanton-Santa  Rita  road,  and  is  a  similar  type  of  soil.  (This  re- 
fers to  the  southerly  portion  of  the  Galway  piece.)  The  Galway 
land  fronting  on  the  Livermore  road  is  a  similar  type  of  land  to  a  1746 
good  deal  of  the  land  found  in  288,  but  as  a  whole  it  is  a  better 
tract,  and  it  is  also  a  better  tract  of  land  than  291,  the  Head-Hewlett 
piece. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

This  sale  was  in  October,  1911. 

DIRECT   EXAMINATION   BY   MR.    STEINHART. 

I  would  refer  also  to  the  sale  of  Livermore  to  the  Rampke  Estate 
Company.  In  October,  1910,  they  bought  from  Livermore  275  acres 
for  $100  an  acre,  located  east  of  283,  but  not  adjacent  to  it.  The 
Koopman  ranch  comes  in  there  between  those  two  places.  That  is, 
between  the  Rampke  Estate  Co.,  and  283.  I  refer  to  the  106.73  acres 
of  283. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  am  referring  to  the  most  easterly  tract  of  283,  which  looks 
as  though  it  might  be  a  little  over  a  mile  from  the  easterly  end  of 
283,  and  the  westerly  end  of  this  Livermore  ranch.  1747 

DIRECT   EXAMINATION   BY    MR.    STEINHART. 

It  is  not  as  good  land  as  283,  but  283  is  not  three  times  better. 
Referring  to  the  Rampke  Estate  land,  there  is  a  portion  next  to  the 
roadway  of  the  Western  Pacific  badly  washed  with  gravel  on  the 
surface.  The  balance  of  the  tract  is  of  a  similar  soil  to  283.  North 
of  the  Arroyo  Mocho  at  that  point  is  considerable  land  similar  to 
283;  but  there  is  a  portion  along  the  railroad  right  of  way  on  the 
southerly  portion  of  this  tract  that  is  not  as  good  land  on  account 
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of  the  gravel  being  washed  over  it.  That  was  the  only  sale  in  that 
vicinity  I  could  find  to  guide  me  in  arriving  at  a  value  on  the  land. 
I  used  it,  not  that  the  land  was  exactly  comparable  to  283,  but  283 
was  not  three  times  as  valuable,  and  they  are  both  on  the  same 
stream,  and  the  soil  has  been  derived  from  about  the  same  sources. 
Probably  65  or  70  acres  of  the  275  acres  of  the  Kampke  Estate  piece 
is  included  in  this  gravelly  material,  that  is  not  so  good  as  283. 
There  are  other  sales  in  a  measure  comparable  there  with  the  Spring 
1748  Valley  lands  in  that  vicinity. 

On  October  1st,  1912,  Ada  Clement  sold  to  Armstrong  60.52 
acres  for  $132  per  acre.  Total  $8,000.  I  had  a  re-sale  of  that  same 
property  to  Anderson  on  January  7,  1915,  for  about  $150  per  acre,  or 
$9,000.  There  was  a  barn,  well,  windmill  and  tank  included  in  this 
resale  to  the  best  of  my  recollection.  That  piece  is  west  of  288  and 
across  the  creek.  There  is  a  portion  that  is  up  on  the  top  of  the 
slope  of  a  hill  that  comes  down  there.  The  other  portion  of  the 
tract  is  down  in  the  level  of  the  valley,  and  the  portion  in  the  valley 
is  comparable  to  any  of  the  land  east  of  the  creek  at  that  place,  and 
although  the  hill  land  is  not  exactly  comparable,  I  used  it  as  a  guide 
to  the  range  of  prices  of  land  in  that  locality. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

The  hill  land  is  not  as  good. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

The  hill  portion  of  that  land  is  as  good  as  the  Chabot  land,  but 
it  is  not  as  good  as  the  other  land  across  the  creek  from  it. 

DIRECT   EXAMINATION   BY    MR.    STEIN  HART. 

As  a  whole  it  is  better  land  than  the  Chabot  land. 

1751  Q-268,  used  for  raising  hay  and  grain,  with  about   20   acres 
planted  this  season  in  alfalfa.    I  have  known  it  for  about  20  years. 
There  have  been  various  crops  in  there.     They  raised  some  good 
crops  of  beets  off  that  field.     They  have  raised  since  then  crops  of 
hay  and  grain.    Some  years  good  and  some  years  very  poor  crops.    In 

1752  ^s  present  condition  it  is  best  adapted  to  hay  and  grain. 

Map  13,  a-239.  480  acres  on  Section  22,  is  at  the  head  waters 
of  the  San  Antonio  Creek.  Very  high  and  very  steep  hills.  Half 
of  the  section  covered  with  a  dense  black  growth,  which  destroys 
its  value  for  any  purpose.  The  south-east  quarter  is  more  open,  fair 
pasturage.  Taken  as  a  whole  it  is  of  small  value  for  agricultural  pur- 
poses. Soil  yellow  clay  mixed  with  shale.  Value  $8  per  acre. 
(Gale  $15,  Schween  $17.50.)  It  is  not  nearly  all  good  open  grazing 
land.  Most  of  the  north  half  of  the  section  is  covered  with  dense 
black  growth.  It  is  of  no  value  at  all  for  farming  purposes.  Some 
portions  of  it  might  be  plowed  and  seeded,  but  it  would  be  of  very 
little  value.  The  portion  which  is  open  is  valuable  for  grazing  pur- 
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poses.     That  portion  which  is  covered  with  black  chaparral  brush 
is  good  for  no  purpose  that  I  know  of. 

P-239,  460.63  acres,  plot  8  of  the  Rancho  El  Valle  de  San  Jose ; 
greater  portion  is  level  bench  land  running  to  the  top  of  the  high 
hill  on  the  south.  The  bench  land  is  covered  with  oak  trees  of  con- 
siderable size ;  soil  dark  heavy  loam,  showing  adobe  in  places,  and  of 
considerable  fertility.  Approximately  100  acres  on  the  south  side  1753 
suitable  only  for  pasture  on  account  of  the  steepness  of  the  hill. 
Balance  tillable.  To  get  good  results  land  has  to  be  summer-fallowed 
alternate  years.  $45  per  acre.  (Schween  and  Gale  valued  that  at 
$40.) 

Q-239,  453.37  acres,  plot  9,  Rancho  El  Valle  de  San  Jose ;  Indian 
Creek  runs  in  a  northwesterly  direction  diagonally  through  this  plot. 
Portions  east  of  the  creek  is  bench  land ;  light  gravelly  soil  of  poor 
fertility,  covered  with  scattering  oaks  of  considerable  size.  West 
of  creek  also  bench  land.  Dark,  heavy  loam,  showing  adobe  in 
places.  Covered  with  scattering  oaks,  and  running  up  to  the  top 
of  a  high  ridge  on  the  south.  About  100  acres  along  south  line 
is  suitable  for  pasture  only  on  account  of  steepness  of  the  hills. 
Value  $35  per  acre.  (Schween  $40,  Gale  $45.) 

R-239,  397.53  acres,  plot  3  of  the  Rancho  El  Valle  de  San  Jose. 
Pretty  rough;  portion  north  of  San  Antonio  Creek  very  rough. 
Broken  hill  land ;  high  red  bluff  suitable  only  for  pasture.  Portions 
south  of  creek  level  bottom  land,  but  very  poor  gravelly  soil.  Scat- 
tering oaks  all  over  it.  Value  $30  per  acre.  (Gale  $45,  Schween 
$40.)  The  stream  channel  that  passes  through  that  land  carries  as 
much  gravel  as  any  stream  channel  in  that  country,  and  I  found 
gravel  in  the  soil  in  that  piece. 

Parcel  S-239,  893.15  acres,  plot  4,  Rancho  El  Valle  de  San  Jose ;  1754 
lies  on  both  sides  of  the  San  Antonio  Creek,  and  extends  north  and 
south  of  that  stream  for  a  distance  of  a  mile  or  more.  Part  north 
of  creek  broken  hills  of  considerable  height,  which  can  be  farmed 
in  limited  areas.  Gravelly  clay  soil  of  a  dark  red  color.  Would  re- 
quire summer-fallowing  to  make  productive  for  a  farm.  Better 
adapted  to  pasturage.  Part  south  of  creek  composed  of  a  small  area 
of  gravelly  bottom  land,  mostly  bench  land,  covered  with  scattering 
oaks,  and  sloping  up  into  the  high  hills  in  the  south  end.  Can  be 
farmed  to  advantage  in  places,  but  would  have  to  be  summer- 
fallowed  to  make  productive.  Value  $35  per  acre.  (Gale  $25, 
Schween  $27.50.)  I  valued  that  higher  than  R-239,  because  R  is 
broken  up  with  creeks  that  come  into  the  San  Antonio  Creek  to  the 
north  in  that  plot.  The  ridges  are  very  abrupt.  The  slopes  into 
that  creek  are  very  steep.  Altogether  it  is  a  very  difficult  piece  of 
land  to  cultivate.  S-239  has  some  open  ridges  that  can  be  cultivated 
very  easily,  and  is  more  accessible,  and  I  believe  has  better  soil  than 
the  portion  north  of  the  creek. 

481 


SPRING  VALLEY  WATER  CO.  VS.  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

1755  T-239,  1038.29  acres,  plot  5,  Rancho  El  Valle  de  San  Jose.  Large 
area  of  this  plot  situated  southerly  of  San  Antonio  Creek.    Soil  light 
and  gravelly,  inclined  to  red  in  color.     Considerably  broken  up  with 
ravines,  and  several  slopes;  fair  pasture  land;  soil  shows  a  decided 
lack  of  fertility.    North  of  creek  extends  up  to  top  of  ridge,  which 
has  deeper  soil  showing  adobe  in  places,  with  some  level  area — • 
benches — and  some  ridges  which  could  be  cultivated.     As  a  whole 
it  is  better  situated  for  pasturage.    $20  per  acre.    (Gale  $30,  Schween 
$32.50.)     In  my  opinion  all  of  T-239  cannot  be  farmed. 

U-239,  313.61  acres,  lies  on  both  sides  of  Indian  Creek,  and 
is  very  steep  hill  pasture,  with  some  tillable  acreage  on  the  top  of  a 
high  ridge.  Soil  yellowish  clay,  mixed  with  shale,  and  not  very 
fertile.  Portion  on  west  side  of  Indian  Creek  very  steep  and  brushy, 
and  not  of  much  value  for  pasture  on  account  of  sage  brush.  Portion 
on  east  side  of  creek  also  very  steep,  but  not  so  brushy  as  other  side. 
Patches  of  brush  here  and  there,  and  some  rock  outcropping  near 
the  top  of  ridge ;  some  scattering  oaks  on  top  of  ridge.  Best  adapted 
to  pasture.  Value  $8  per  acre.  (Gale  $10,  Schween  $10.) 

V-239,  229.95  acres ;  very  steep ;  pretty  well  covered  with  black 
chaparral.  Soil  yellow  clay,  and  mixed  with  shale.  No  value  except 
for  pasture.  Value  $10  per  acre,  and  valued  higher  than  U-239  be- 

1756  cause  the  portion  that  is  not  covered  with  brush  is  better  soil,  pro- 
duces better  feed,  and  it  is  not  so  steep.     Neither  is  it  so  brushy. 
(Gale  $17.50,  Schween  $20.) 

W-239,  107.85  acres,  fractional  portion  of  Section  19 ;  lies  mostly 
to  the  east  of  Indian  Creek  and  the  San  Antonio  Creek.  Portion 
that  slopes  into  the  creek  is  very  steep  and  brushy.  As  a  whole  it 
is  rolling  hills,  partially  tillable,  and  pretty  good  pasture  land.  Yel- 
lowish clay  and  shale  mixture.  Value  $12.50  per  acre.  (Gale  $17.50, 
Schween  $15.) 

X-239,  640  acres  Section  21;  San  Antonio  Creek  flows  diagon- 
ally through  this  section.  The  portion  lying  south  of  the  creek  is 
very  steep,  and  covered  with  black  chaparral,  making  it  of  small 
value  for  pasture.  It  is  without  value  for  other  agricultural  pur- 
poses. Portion  lying  north  of  creek  is  very  steep  and  broken  hills, 
but  fairly  clear  and  good  pasture.  Yellow  clay  mixed  with  shale. 
Value  $10  per  acre.  (Gale  $12.50,  Schween  $15.) 

Z-239,  364.65  acres;  the  junction  of  San  Antonio  and  Lacosta 
Creek  is  in  this  tract.  The  portion  lying  south  of  the  creek  is  very 
steep,  and  covered  with  black  chaparral,  and  has  very  small  value 
agriculturally,  but  is  rather  indifferent  pasture.  The  portion  lying 
north  of  the  creek  is  very  steep.  Broken  hills  in  Section  17,  and 
rolling  hills  in  Section  16.  Is  open,  good  pasture,  with  areas  that 
might  be  tilled,  but  taken  as  a  whole,  is  best  adapted  to  pasturage. 

1757  Value  $10  per  acre.     (Gale  $20,  Schween  $18.) 

Y-239,  Map  14;  it  is  all  that  portion  of  the  section  that  drains 
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into  San  Antonio  Creek.  The  land  lies  north  and  east  of  that  creek, 
and  is  high,  open  hills,  with  wooded  ravines.  Yellow  clay  mixed 
with  shale,  and  of  poor  fertility.  Some  areas  could  be  farmed.  Best 
adapted  to  pasturage  purposes.  There  is  an  old  prospect  hole  and 
tunnel  in  the  southeast  quarter  of  the  section,  where  efforts  were 
made  to  develop  a  quick-silver  mine,  a  cinnabar  ledge  outcropping; 
value  $10  per  acre. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

That  includes  the  cinnabar  outcrop. 

(Counsel  for  Defendant  stated  that  where  they  have  divided 
parcels  that  way,  the  areas  have  been  obtained  by  the  surveyors  using 
a  planimeter  run  over  the  map.) 

Questioned  by  Master. 

Referring  to  Y-239,  and  a-239,  which  adjoins  it,  and  in  which 
there  is  a  difference  of  $2  an  acre  in  the  appraisement,  there  is  a 
ravine  that  runs  up  there  which  we  call  the  Mose  Williams  Gulch, 
and  it  divides  the  two  sections  practically  in  that  place.  Y-239  is 
on  top  of  the  ridge,  over  toward  the  Patterson  ranch,  while  a-239  is  1758 
across  on  the  south  side  of  this  ravine,  and  is  more  brushy. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

Parcel  239,  Map  15,  plot  7,  of  Rancho  El  Valle  de  San  Jose ;  421 
acres;  practically  all  tillable  land,  situated  in  the  floor  of  the  San 
Antonio  Valley,  and  running  up  on  the  side  of  high  hills  to  the 
south.  The  bottom  land  is  a  light,  gravelly  soil,  not  very  fertile, 
running  into  better  land  on  the  slope  of  the  hill.  $40  per  acre. 
(Schween  $45,  Gale  $45.) 

M-239 ;  is  part  of  a  larger  tract  of  3314.04  acres,  but  this  ap- 
praisal deals  with  1059  acres  which  is  in  the  San  Antonio  watershed. 
The  balance  of  the  tract  would  be  shown  in  the  Alameda  Creek  wa- 
tershed. 400  acres  classed  as  farming  land,  will  include  the  bottom 
lands  above  the  proposed  dam  site  in  the  San  Antonio  Creek,  to- 
gether with  that  part  of  the  hill  land  north  and  south  of  San 
Antonio  that  can  be  farmed.  The  land  close  to  the  creek,  although 
comparatively  level,  is  mixed  with  gravel,  and  would  be,  in  all  prob- 
ability, wet  in  the  early  Spring,  and  liable  to  dry  out  early  in  the 
Summer.  Plowing  and  harvesting  would  be  interfered  with  on 
account  of  oak  trees.  The  land  is  more  or  less  cut  by  arroyos.  The 
hill  land  suitable  for  farming  is  very  good  in  quality.  The  roacl 
leading  up  to  the  top  lands  is  steep  and  expensive  to  operate  over. 
Pasture  land  is  fairly  open  in  parts,  but  contains  much  that  is  rough ; 
even  a  high  value  placed  on  the  good  open  pasture  would  be  greatly 
reduced  when  taken  as  a  whole  by  the  rough,  steep  ravine  land. 
Soil  dark  loam  to  adobe  on  the  hills.  Value  on  400  acres  farming 
land  $40  per  acre,  $16,000.  On  the  659  acres  of  pasture  land  $15  per 
acre,  $9,885 ;  a  total  for  the  1059  acres  of  $25,885. 

Map  12,  N-239 ;  this  is  another  segregation  of  two  watersheds. 
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327.08  acres  in  the  San  Antonio ;  the  balance  is  in  the  Sunol  water- 
shed. I  put  a  value  of  $50  per  acre  on  the  entire  plot.  The  best  land 
is  on  the  north  side  of  the  tract.  The  soil  on  the  south  is  very 
light  and  gravelly,  and  not  very  good  for  farming  purposes.  I  put 
$50  an  acre  on  both  portions,  because  it  was  all  the  same  plot  of 
land;  the  other  land  will  be  worth  a  whole  lot  more,  but  I  think 
justice  will  be  done  by  putting  a  valuation  of  $50  over  the  entire 
acres.  This  is  the  southerly  portion  of  this  plot,  and  is  in  the  San 
Antonio  watershed.  Considerable  area  located  on  the  steep  bluffs 
on  the  north  bank  of  the  San  Antonio  Creek.  Red  bluffs  are  ter- 
raced with  layers  of  gravel  deposits,  somewhat  inclined  to  have  a 
lava  formation.  Soil  is  so  shallow  in  places  as  to  be  almost  entirely 
absent.  Taken  in  connection  with  the  northerly  portion  of  this  plot, 
it  is  worth  $50  per  acre.  (Entire  plot  Gale  $60,  Schween  $55.) 

1760  The  watershed  line  on  the  map  is  on  the  ridge  terminating  at 
Py's  Corner,  and  runs  easterly  or  southeasterly  through  the  plot. 
On  the  northwesterly  side  the  drainage  is  into  Sunol,  and  on  the 
southwesterly  into  San  Antonio  Creek. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

The  Sunol  drainage  portion  is  the  better  land,  and  would  really 
be  the  northwesterly  portion  of  the  plot. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.    SEARLS. 

There  is  a  larger  acreage  of  good  land  in  the  Sunol  watershed 
than  in  the  San  Antonio  watershed. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

There  are  sales  in  and  about  the  vicinity  of  San  Antonio  which 
are  of  assistance  in  determining  the  market  value  of  the  property. 
The  Ferdinand  Reis  Estate  sold  to  Salz  on  September  30,  1908, 
521.84  acres.  The  price  was  about  $24  an  acre;  recorded  contract 
sale  of  this  place  shows  price  agreed  upon  as  $12,750. 

1761  Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

This  was  after  Mr.  Reis'  death.  The  re-sale  occurred  in  1912,  on 
October  the  4th,  for  $28.80  an  acre,  total  $15,500. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

This  property  is  located  immediately  adjoining  plot  5  of  the 
Spring  Valley  Water  Co.'s  land. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  MeCutchen. 

The  purchasers  were  Antone  Silva  and  A.  Thomas. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

The  land  in  the  Salz  piece  is  on  the  easterly  portion  of  the  San 
Antonio  land  of  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co., — northeasterly  por- 
tion— and  there  are  rolling  hills  with  adobe  soil,  very  fertile;  75% 

1762  °f  it  can  be  cultivated.    Some  very  good  -crops  have  been  produced. 
Will  compare  very  favorably  with  any  lands  owned  by  the  Spring 
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Valley  Water  Co.,  in  that  locality,  but  I  put  a  higher  valuation  on 
the  land  further  down  the  creek  on  account  of  their  being  nearer 
Sunol,  than  this  land  sold  for.  I  used  this  land  as  a  guide  in  putting 
a  value  on  the  other  land.  This  faces  south  and  west,  and  where 
there  is  a  good  depth  of  soil,  such  an  exposure  is  very  good;  where 
the  soil  is  light  and  shallow,  a  south  exposure  is  not  good,  because 
it  dries  out  too  well.  If  any  depth  of  soil  occurs  on  the  south  and 
west  slope  it  is  the  best  land.  There  is  very  good  deep  soil  all  over 
this  tract.  I  have  the  Dougherty  land,  which  I  considered  as  compar- 
able with  Section  30,  and  Section  22,  and  all  those  higher  hill  lands 
further  south  on  the  southerly  boundary  line  of  the  Spring  Valley 
lands  lying  up  toward  that  land  up  in  there,  and  Mr.  Dougherty  placed 
the  price  on  it  to  me.  1763 

(Discussion  between  Counsel  as  to  whether  this  was  proper  evi-  1763-1764 
dence.    An  objection  to  the  question  was  sustained  by  the  Master, 
subject  to  Counsel  bringing  in  any  cases  that  there  may  be  on  the 
subject.) 

The  Malley  ranch,  formerly  owned  by  Duarte,  was  sold  on  a 
trade  February  9th,  1914.    It  is  in  the  northeast  quarter  of  Section 
28,  township  4  south,  range  2  east,  and  is  adjoining  Section  21,  and       1765 
adjoining  a-239  on  the  south.     It  rents  for  25  cents  an  acre.     It  is 
southeast  from  X-239,  and  contains  160  acres. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

It  was  sold  to  Frank  Malley  by  Ada  Graber,  and  Thomas  Graber, 
her  husband. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

That  is  25  cents  an  acre  for  one  year. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

The  piece  is  south  of  a-239.  1766 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

Map  15,  parcel  M-239,  2255.04  acres  of  this  tract  in  the  Alameda- 
Calaveras  watershed.  The  gravel  land  in  the  creek  has  no  value 
for  farming  but  may  have  commercial  value  for  the  gravel.  The 
creek  farming  land  contains  considerable  gravel  and  sand.  Hard 
to  get  at  in  the  Spring  on  account  of  the  flood  waters,  and  would 
undoubtedly  dry  out  early  in  the  Summer.  Value  $150  per  acre. 
The  hill  farming  land  lies  high  up  on  top  of  hills,  and  is  hard  to 
get  at.  Soil  dark  loam,  and  inclined  to  adobe.  Suitable  for  hay 
but  not  for  grain.  Valued  at  $40  per  acre.  The  pasture  is  fairly 
open,  but  rough  in  places ;.  very  rough  in  the  south,  and  brushy  in 
the  ravines.  Value  $20  per  acre.  The  segregation  of  that  parcel  is 
"Creek  bottom  gravel,  300  acres  at  $50  an  acre,  $15,000.  Farming 
land,  250  acres,  at  $175  per  acre.  Hill  farming  on  tops,  up  on  the 
ridges,  250  acres  at  $40  per  acre,  $10,000.  Pasture  land,  which  is 
the  remainder  of  the  tract,  1455.04  acres,  or  about  that  acreage,  at 
.$15  per  acre,  $21,825.60."  That  makes  an  average  per  acre  of 
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1767  $40.17.    The  portion  of  the  tract  visible  from  the  Alameda  road  is 
very,  very  steep.     There  are  one  or  two  places  going  off  easterly 
from  the  Alameda  Creek  road,  from  which  roads  are  made  up  to  this 
farming  land  on  top  of  the  hill;  it  is  impossible  to  get  up  to  those 
places  in  any  other  way,  except  going  up  those  roads  on  foot.    The 

1768  creek  farming,  which  contains  considerable  gravel,  should  be,  $175 
an  acre,  and  is  located  on  both  sides  of  the  road  leading  up  from 
Sunol  toward  the  Calaveras  dam. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

That  would  be  the  valley  before  the  hill  commences  to  rise, 
except  for  the  gravel  right  around  the  creek  itself.  We  had  an 
engineer  go  over  it  with  a  planimeter.  He  spent  nearly  a  week  on 
that  tract  in  1914,  and  gave  us  the  acreage  in  gravel  that  was  gravel 
creek  bottom  and  no  use  for  farming.  He  also  gave  us  the  acreage 
that  was  level  farming  land,  and  the  acreage  in  the  hills  above  that. 
We  have  the  acreage  pretty  well  segregated,  I  think. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

The  acreage  that  is  farming  land  along  the  Alameda  Creek 
road,  going  up  to  the  Calaveras  dam,  is  better  farming  land  than 
that  in  San  Antonio  Valley.  Commencing  at  the  southerly  portion 
of  the  tract,  below  the  green  bridge,  there  is  quite  a  flat  of  level 
farming  land ;  then  over  a  rise  in  the  hill  and  down  into  the  creek 
again ;  on  both  sides  of  that  road  there  are  areas  that  can  be  farmed 
from  the  toe  of  the  slope  coming  in  from  the  east  to  where  the 
gravel  commences;  there  are  areas  in  that  that  can  be  cultivated 
with  pretty  good  soil  in  some  of  them,  but  inclined  to  dry  out  early 
on  account  of  the  gravel  bottom;  the  layer  of  gravel  in  the  bottom 
will  take  the  moisture  away  from  the  roots  early  in  the  Spring,  and 
there  will  be  nothing  left. 

1769  Parcel  250 ;  divided  into  four  parcels,  400  acres,  572  acres,  235 
acres,  and  240  acres.     Total  1,448.03  acres.     Keferring  to  the  400 
acres,  Map  16,  Section  11:  Traversed  by  Alameda  Creek,  old  Creek 
road,  and  new  Spring  Valley  road.     A  deep  ravine  runs  easterly 
through   it.     Probably   140   acres   along   creek   can  be   cultivated; 
balance  steep,  particularly  in  the  southeast  quarter.     Fairly  open 
pasture,  where  power  line  crosses  east  of  Alameda  Creek.     Small 
portion  might  be  cultivated  on  this  area.     Other  portion  of  tract 
covered  with  dense  growth  of  trees,  especially  on  west  side  of  Ala- 
meda Creek  and  in  the  deep  ravines.    Well  watered  and  accessible. 
Value  $12.50  per  acre,  $5,000. 

572.05  acres:  Alameda  Creek,  old  county  road,  and  new  Spring 
Valley  road  cross  this  section  in  a  northerly  direction.  Haynes  Gulch 
runs  west  through  the  northwest  quarter  of  the  section.  Welch 
Creek  runs  east  through  the  northeast  quarter.  The  old  Rosedale 
Schoolhouse  is  on  this  tract.  About  50  acres  of  bench  land  to  the 
east  of  Alameda  Creek  is  under  cultivation;  about  50  acres  north 
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of  school  house  could  be  cultivated.  Balance  of  section  very  rough 
and  brushy,  and  broken  by  ravines  running  east  by  north.  Value 
of  $20  per  acre  given  on  account  of  accessibility,  and  the  creek  run- 
ning through  it.  It  does  not  include  all  of  Section  3.  That  is  in  1770 
another  parcel ;  there  is  a  small  strip  coming  off  and  included  in  the 
area  described  as  Section  11.  There  should  be  640  acres  in  Section 
3,  except  that  this  piece  on  the  bottom  of  the  page  shows  where  it 
is  cut  off  on  the  south,  leaving  only  572.05  acres.  235.98  acres,  in- 
cludes all  that  part  of  the  east  half  of  Section  4,  township  5  south, 
range  1  east,  lying  to  the  south  of  Haynes  Gulch.  Almost  useless, 
broken  by  gulches  and  ravines,  with  steep  slopes,  and  almost  two- 
thirds  of  it  covered  with  a  dense  jungle  of  various  kinds  of  oaks, 
mostly  black  oaks,  shrubs,  poison  oak,  gooseberry,  wild  plum,  and 
woodbine.  The  tops  of  ridges  and  slopes  with  southern  exposures 
pretty  much  covered  with  sagebrush.  West  half  of  the  southeast 
quarter  shows  numerous  ledges  of  Mission  Peak  sandstone.  Tract 
is  very  undesirable,  but  taken  in  connection  with  other  holdings,  has 
a  value  of  $8  per  acre.  Sagebrush  has  no  value  so  far  as  the  grazing 
of  cattle  is  concerned.  240  acres,  southwest  quarter,  and  west  half 
of  the  northwest  quarter  of  Section  2,  township  5  south,  range  1 
east ;  lies  on  eastside  of  Alameda  Creek,  and  on  the  steep  slopes  and 
tops  of  high  hills.  Very  rocky  with  two  prominent  peaks,  and  a 
very  high,  rocky  ridge  in  the  southwest  quarter ;  nearly  all  of  south- 
west quarter  has  a  southern  exposure,  with  very  shallow  soil  on 
bedrock,  and  any  pasture  would  dry  out  very  early  in  the  season.  1771 
North  end  of  80  acres,  in  the  northwest  quarter,  is  cut  by  Welch 
Creek,  with  extremely  steep  and  brushy  slopes.  Value  $6  per  acre. 
(Schween  and  Gale  $25.)  So  far  as  it  was  possible,  I  went  over  that 
piece  myself.  I  got  up  on  all  the  open  places,  and  looked  over  it.  I 
got  over  all  the  land  in  a  way,  but  you  could  not  go  through  a  great 
area  of  it  that  lies  on  the  west  of  Alameda  Creek  and  east  thereof; 
I  went  up  Welch  Creek  to  the  easterly  portion  of  the  tract. 

Parcel  264,  82.13  acres,  lots  F  and  G  of  Rancho  El  Valle  de  San 
Jose ;  located  on  west  bank  of  Alameda  Creek.  Considerable  of  lot 
G  is  bottom  and  bench  land ;  soil  light  and  gravelly  loam,  suitable  for 
cultivation;  small  orchard  on  it;  balance  of  lot  G  and  all  of  Lot  F 
on  slopes  very  steep.  Covered  with  dense  growth  of  wood  and 
brush,  small  orchard  that  is  run  down.  Value  $40  per  acre.  (Gale 
and  Schween  $50.) 

C-268,  494.89  acres ;  lies  west  of  Alameda  Creek,  and  formerly 
known  as  Rogan  ranch.  About  75  acres  of  level  land,  with  clay 
adobe  soil,  with  some  streaks  of  gravel;  220  acres  rolling  hills  fit 
for  cultivation  of  hay;  will  produce  from  1%  to  2  tons  of  hay  per 
acre.  Very  steep  in  places.  Also  some  brush  patches  on  it.  Balance 
of  tract  consists  of  about  200  acres  of  steep,  brush  hills  which  make 
very  good  pasturage.  More  brush  than  grass  pasturage.  A  large  1772 
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creek  drains  the  east  and  north  slope  of  Mission  Peak,  passes  through 
the  pasture  and  furnishes  abundance  of  water.  This  is  the  Simon 
Bachman  ranch.  The  westerly  portion  is  along  a  road  leading  up 
to  the  Driscol  ranch,  in  coming  into  the  Mission  San  Jose  road  near 
the  extreme  northwesterly  corner.  The  road  leaving  the  Mission 
San  Jose  road,  and  turning  to  the  right,  goes  up  past  the  house  on 
the  Bachman  ranch,  and  winds  its  way  around  the  hills,  and  over 
to  a  schoolhouse,  turning  again  partly  to  the  right,  and  going  up 
the  canyon.  The  Bachman  ranch  is  on  the  lefthand  side.  That  por- 
tion up  there  is  very  poor  pasturage.  Soil  light,  shale  close  to  the 
surface.  Further  east  in  the  tract  it  becomes  brushy  and  very  steep 
going  down  toward  Alameda  Creek.  The  portion  first  reached  after 
passing  the  house,  up  toward  the  schoolhouse,  is  rolling  hills,  and 
all  fit  for  cultivation,  with  the  exception  that  occasionally  a  patch 
of  poison  oak  or  brush  will  grow  in  the  tract  and  will  have  to  be 
plowed  around;  you  can't  get  through  it.  That  is  as  far  as  I  can 
describe  the  westerly  portion  of  the  tract.  The  hilly  portion  is  on 
the  south  towards  plots  G  and  H;  is  very  rough  and  very  brushy; 
rises  very  abruptly  and  steep;  a  dense  growth  of  underbrush  in 

1773  there.     That  canyon  coming  out  there  from  the  Driscol  place  is  a 
very  prominent  landmark  in  that  portion  of  the  tract;  the  sides  of 
the  canyon  are  covered  with  brush.    The  value  of  that  tract  is  $41.50 
per  acre,  or  $20,537.94.     (Schween  $80,  Gale  $75.) 

D-268 ;  Whitfield  place,  purchased  by  Spring  Valley  Water  Co., 
from  F.  Mendoza,  Jr.,  298.91  acres;  lies  pretty  well  up  on  the  Mis- 
sion Peak  range  of  hills,  and  is  reached  by  a  road  from  Mission  pass 
road ;  every  hill  is  steep,  sloping  into  the  Haynes  Gulch  on  the  south ; 
steep  slopes  into  the  Alameda  Creek  on  the  east ;  steep  gulch  running 
east  from  the  northeast  corner.  The  creek  runs  north  through  the 
west  part  of  the  ranch.  About  175  acres  can  be  tilled,  but  more 
suitable  to  pasture.  The  soil  is  light  and  yellow,  underlain  at  depths 
of  from  six  inches  up  with  light-colored  shale  rock.  Balance  of  the 
land,  owing  to  steep  slopes  and  brush,  could  be  used  only  for  pasture. 
Value  $27.50  per  acre.  (Schween  $35,  Gale  $30.) 

Parcel  285,  137.33  acres,  lot  H  of  the  Rancho  El  Valle  de  San 
Jose ;  lies  mostly  in  the  steep  brushy  slopes  on  the  east  side  of  Mis- 
sion Peak  running  down  to  Alameda  Creek.  Broken  by  ravines 

1774  running  east,  with  about  40  acres  on  top  of  hills,  suitable  for  pasture, 
and  20  acres  on  bench  land  next  to  creek,  tillable,  upon  which  hay  or 
grain  could  be  grown;  balance  very  steep  and  brushy,  and  suitable 
only  for  pasture.     Comparing  285  with  264,  which  I  valued  higher: 
More  level  land  on  264,  and  also  an  orchard.     The  hills  are  not  so 
steep,  and  there  is  less  brush.     In  285  the  hills,  particularly  around 
the  curve,  are  very  abrupt.    They  rise  right  out  from  the  banks  of 
the  creek  straight  up. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 
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I  took  the  orchard  into  consideration  there,  because  the  soil  in 
which  it  was  planted  was  better  than  the  soil  in  the  other  parcel. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

The  land  in  264  is  better.    (Gale  $50,  Schween  $35.) 

Map  16,  parcel  223,  440  acres ;  a  portion  of  Section  13,  township 
5  south,  range  1  east.  The  northwest  quarter  of  Section  13  contains 
the  junction  of  the  Alameda,  La  Honda  and  Calaveras  Creek,  and  is 
very  rough,  precipitous  and  brushy,  with  large  rock  ledges  showing ; 
the  other  portion  is  fairly  open  pasture,  particularly  that  which  lies 
near  to  Mount  Day  road,  and  also  some  of  the  benches  immediately 
east  of  the  Calaveras  dam.  Taken  as  a  whole  the  tract  is  only  indif- 
ferent pasture  land.  A  good  view  of  that  piece  can  be  obtained  1775 
from  the  new  Spring  Valley  road  at  the  top  of  the  hill  on  the  Sunol 
side  of  the  dam,  looking  easterly  across  the  creek,  and  looking  east- 
erly, all  that  portion  of  Section  13  that  comes  down  to  the  junction 
of  Arroyo  Honda  and  Alameda  Creek  is  very  steep,  rocky  and 
brushy;  almost  useless.  The  creek  bed  from  there  up  toward  the 
dam  is  a  gorge;  narrow,  very  steep  and  rocky,  and  strewn  with 
boulders. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

You  can  also  see  the  pasture  land  from  the  new  Spring  Valley 
road,  but  you  cannot  see  the  gorge  from  the  junction  up  toward 
the  dam.  You  can  see  the  junction  from  the  creeks  very  clearly. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

On  the  easterly  portion  and  these  benches  above  the  dam,  there 
is  probably  150  acres  of  fairly  good  open  pasture ;  the  balance  is 
useless  so  far  as  pasture  is  concerned,  and  is  worth  nothing.  440 
acres  at  $8  per  acre,  $8,420.  (Claytou  $10;  Gale  $15,  Parks  $30).  1775^ 
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Witness:    M.  G.  CALLAGHAN,  for  Defendant. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.   SEARLS. 

(Certain  corrections  noted  in  the  transcript.)  1776 

Parcel  225,  1720  acres,  in  seven  parts.  Refer  first  to  Section  13, 
containing  200  acres.  The  south  half  of  the  southeast  quarter  of  this 
section  is  traversed  by  the  Mount  Day  road ;  fairly  open  pasture  with 
some  springs  on  it.  The  west  half  of  the  southwest  quarter  has  the 
Calaveras  dam  site  on  it.  Rough,  steep  and  brushy.  Arroyo  Honda 
at  this  point  narrows  into  the  deep  gorge;  portion  lying  west  of  La 
Honda — Calaveras  Creek,  is  steep,  and  traversed  with  deep  ravines. 
Value  per  acre  $10.  Total  $2000. 
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Questioned  by  Master. 

That  covers  all  of  Section  13,  except  such  as  is  contained  in 
parcel  223. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.   SEARLS. 

The  next,  240  acres ;  part  of  the  north  half  of  Section  23.  The 
northeast  quarter  of  this  section  is  within  the  contour  of  Calaveras 
Reservoir.  The  northeast  corner  is  located  near  the  present  power- 
house, used  for  the  construction  of  Calaveras  dam.  About  50 %  fit 
for  cultivation,  and  would  produce  fair  crops  of  hay;  balance  rises 
abruptly  east  of  the  Calaveras  road,  and  is  steep  and  brushy  with  few 
open  benches. 

The  north  half  of  the  northwest  quarter  is  well  up  toward  the  top 
of  the  ridge,  traversed  by  two  deep  ravines  running  east,  the  slopes 
of  which  are  mostly  covered  with  dense  growth  and  underbrush.  Only 
fit  for  pasture  and  very  poor.  Value  $22.50  per  acre.  Total  $5400. 

The  next,  600  acres,  all  of  Section  14,  township  5  south,  range  1 
east,  except  40  acres  in  the  creek  on  extreme  northeast  corner.  Tra- 
versed by  Spring  Valley  road.  Gently  sloping  open  ravine  running 

1778  southeasterly  to  east  half  of  this  section,  terminating  in  the  reservoir 
site  in  the  southeast  quarter.    The  northeast  quarter  very  steep :  slopes 
toward  Alameda  Creek.    Considerable  land  in  watershed  of  ravine  is 
tillable.     Soil  fairly  deep  on  slope;  decomposed  shale  rock  outcrop- 
pings  on  ridges.    West  half  of  section  well  up  the  ridge  west  of  Spring 
Valley  road.     Two  deep  ravines  easterly  through  it,  one  discharging 
into  Calaveras  Reservoir,  the  other  into  Alameda  Creek.     Slopes  of 
these  ravines  heavily  wooded,  with  fairly  clear  ridges  between  furn- 
ishing good  pasture.    Value  per  acre  $15,  total  $9000. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

The  ridges  furnished  the  good  pasture,  being  open  on  top. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.    SEARLS. 

The  next,  80  acres,  portion  of  Section  11,  extends  up  into  parcel 
250 ;  traversed  by  the  old  creek  road,  and  the  new  Spring  Valley  road. 
A  deep  ravine  slopes  easterly  through  this  tract.  Some  patches  along 
new  Spring  Valley  road  can  be  cultivated;  about  ten  acres;  balance 
steep,  well  watered,  and  accessible.  Value  $15  per  acre,  total  $1200. 

The  next  is  in  the  extreme  west  on  Section  16 :  Referring  to  the 
west  half  of  the  southwest  quarter  of  Section  15,  and  with  the  south- 
east quarter  of  the  southeast  quarter  of  Section  16.  township  5  south, 
range  1  east ;  80  acres  in  Section  15  fairly  level  and  lies  east  of  County 
Road  2518.  The  soil  is  light,  decomposed  sand  rock,  very  shallow  and 
stony.  About  70%  tillable,  and  suitable  for  hay  and  grain.  Would 

1779  probably  produce  light  crops  only.    The  40  acres  in  Section  16  is  open, 
hilly  and  very  poor.    Traversed  by  County  Road  2518.    Portion  west 
of  road  suitable  only  for  pasture.    Value  $25  per  acre ;  total  $3000. 
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Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

About  70%  of  the  entire  area  is  tillable  land;  30%  pasture. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.   SEARLS. 

The  next,  160  acres,  Section  22,  south  half  of  the  northeast 
quarter,  and  the  northeast  quarter  of  the  northeast  quarter,  and  the 
northwest  quarter  of  the  northwest  quarter  of  Section  22.  The  40 
acres  in  the  northwest  quarter  of  Section  22  is  tillable,  lying  on  top 
of  the  ridge.  County  Road  2518  crosses  the  southwest  corner.  Soil 
light  decomposed  sand  rock,  suitable  for  hay  and  grain.  Of  120  acres 
in  the  northeast  quarter,  75%  is  tillable;  balance  waste  land  with 
sandstone  ledges  showing  above  the  surface;  suitable  for  hay  and 
grain,  and  will  produce  only  light  crops.  $20  per  acre,  $3200. 

The  next  is  the  north  half  of  Section  24,  township  5  south,  range 
1  east;  good  open  pasture  land,  with  several  benches  and  well  pro- 
tected places  for  stock.  The  northwest  corner  of  Section  near  power 
house,  on  the  west  bank  of  Arroyo  Honda  Creek  at  the  dam;  consid- 
erable portion  of  waste  portion  of  tract  in  Calaveras  Creek  bed.  Some 
areas  could  be  cultivated.  Two  good  springs.  $20  per  acre,  $6,400. 
(Entire  tract  valued  by  Gale  at  $30,  Clayton  at  $30,  Parks  60  acres  at 
$60,  and  the  balance  at  $30.) 

Questioned  by  Master. 

My  average  per  acre  for  that  land  is  $17.50,  and  the  total  would       1780 
be  $30,200. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS. 

In  regard  to  pasture  land  being  valued  at  $20  an  acre :  There  is 
range  pasture  land,  and  there  is  pasture  land  in  connection  with  farm- 
ing land.  The  latter  is  more  valuable  than  range  farming  land.  Then 
there  is  a  high-class  pasture  land  that  is  used  for  keeping  fancy  stock 
on.  Taking  it  in  that  manner,  there  would  be  three  classes  of  pasture 
land,  and  referring  to  parcel  223,  that  would  be  range  pasture  land, 
which  is  the  poorest  kind.  On  those  pasture  land  ranges  there  must 
be  some  good  pasture  land,  otherwise  the  other  ranges  are  worthless. 
Taking  the  northerly  half  of  Section  24  and  Section  14,  being  the  east- 
erly and  southerly  portion  of  parcel  223,  it  is  those  sections  that  make 
the  Calaveras  range  at  all  valuable  for  pasture.  Those  are  the  lands 
that  produce  the  feed,  the  lands  nearest  the  water,  and  where  the 
stock  do  not  have  to  climb  the  hills  when  their  feet  are  sore  in  the 
summer  time. 

Referring  to  page  1775  of  my  testimony,  in  regard  to  parcel  223,  1781 
wherein  I  valued  150  acres  of  open  pasture  at  $20  an  acre ;  this  is  not 
the  lowest  grade  of  pasture,  but  in  connection  with  the  balance  of  the 
range,  that  pasture  land  there  is  worth,  I  think,  $20.  I  have  three 
grades  of  pasture ;  the  high-class  pasturage  for  fancy  stock,  which  is 
a  medium  grade;  the  highest  grade  being  the  pasture  land  used  in 
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connection  with  farms,  and  then  my  lowest  grade  of  range  pasture 
land,  but  in  the  classification  of  range  pasture  land  there  will  be  lands 

1782  of  different  values  again.     It  is  the  high-grade  subdivision  of  that 
range  pasture  land  at  $20  an  acre  which  carries  and  makes  values  for 
the  other  parcels. 

A-241,  is  in  two  subdivisions,  with  317.04  acres,  the  south  half  of 
Section  19.  This  appraisement  is  based  on  the  fact  that  Section  19 
contains  634.08  acres,  and  the  portion  in  Santa  Clara  County  is  dealt 
with  here.  South  half  of  this  section  is  on  northerly  slope  of  the 
Arroyo  Honda  Creek.  In  southwest  quarter  it  is  very  steep,  some 
rock,  two  deep  ravines  run  north  from  creek.  The  westerly  portion 
along  easterly  line  of  Section  24  has  some  tracts  of  very  good  pasture 
land ;  balance  light  soil,  being  close  to  the  rock  on  the  surface.  Value 
$10  per  acre ;  $3170.40. 

317.04  acres,  is  on  top  of  Oak  Ridge.  The  Mount  Day  road 
crosses  the  northeast  corner  of  northeast  quarter.  The  drainage  is 
mostly  into  La  Honda.  The  upper  reaches  of  the  deep  ravine  forms 
open  slopes.  Location  high,  windy  and  cold,  suitable  only  for  pasture 
land.  Soil  dark,  with  loamy  clay.  Numerous  rocks  above  the  surface. 
Good  spring  in  the  northeast  quarter.  Value  $12  per  acre ;  $3,804.48. 
(Gale  $20  an  acre;  Clayton  $25;  Parks  $30.) 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

Section  10  is  above  the  snow  line,  and  also  Section  2,  Section  36, 

1783  Section  34,  Section  22,  Section  26,  Section  20,  and  portions  of  Section 
29.    It  is  a  disadvantage  to  the  land  that  is  above  the  snow  line,  on 
account  of  the  light  feed.    Feed  doesn't  grow  there  until  late  in  the 
spring,  and  stock  cannot  get  anything  until  along  in  March.     There 
is  not  very  much  difference  in  the  time  when  the  slopes  dry  out  on 
those  ridges,  or  down  on  the  lower  ridges.     The  south  slope  dries  out 
first  in  both  places  at  about  the  same  time.    They  start  in  to  dry  out 
there  some  time  in  the  month  of  April,  or  in  the  month  of  May  you 
will  have  a  hot  spell,  and  on  the  south  slopes,  where  the  soil  is  light, 
the  grass  becomes  stunted.    No  matter  how  much  rain  follows  when 
the  grass  is  once  stunted,  it  never  recovers  again  during  the  season. 
When  I  say  south  slope,  I  mean  the  slope  east  of  and  north  of  the  La 
Honda  Creek,  and  the  slopes  sloping  southeasterly  into  the  Calaveras 
Valley  from  the  Marsh  road  ridge.     The  north  slopes  are  more  cov- 

1784  ered  with  brush,  and  in  some  places  are  so  brushy  that  very  little 
pasture  grows  in  them.     The  open  glades  in  the  north  slopes  stay 
green  later  in  the  spring,  and  that  is  an  advantage  for  grazing  pur- 
poses.   They  stay  open  for  20  to  30  days  later  than  on  the  south  slope. 
The  predominating  feed  is  wild  oats,  fox  tail,  and  poverty  grass. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

Fox  tail  and  poverty  grass  are  two  different  species. 
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The  wild  oats  are  fairly  nutritious.  Fox  tail  and  poverty  grass 
are  about  the  poorest  grasses  we  have  on  those  ranges.  The  ideal 
pasture  is  alfileria  and  clover,  and  the  range  that  produces  the  largest 
quantity  of  these  is  the  range  that  produces  the  best  cattle.  There  are 
some  patches  of  alfileria  and  clover  on  those  ranges,  but  the  predom-  1785 
mating  feed  is  wild  oats,  fox  tail  and  poverty  grass.  Taken  as  a  whole, 
I  would  not  consider  the  feed  on  the  hills  particularly  nutritious  for 
cattle.  The  steepness  is  a  great  disadvantage  on  a  range,  on  account 
of  the  extra  effort  put  forth  by  the  stock  in  traveling  up  to  where  the 
feed  is,  and  getting  around  those  steep,  rocky  places. 

E-241,  240  acres,  portion  of  Section  23 :  80  acres  located  in  Ala- 
meda  County.  Entire  area  located  westerly  from  the  Calaveras  Res- 
ervoir, and  traversed  by  deep  wooded  ravine  which  contains  very 
brushy  thickets,  with  some  chaparral  brush.  Toward  the  westerly  line 
extensive  ledges  of  sandstone  appear  on  surface.  The  top  of  the  ridges 
in  most  cases  is  the  only  open  pasture,  and  those  openings  are  less  than 
one-third  of  the  entire  area.  Value  $8  per  acre;  $1920.  (Gale  $25; 
Clayton  $25;  Parks  100  acres  at  $10,  and  140  acres  at  $25.) 

F-241,  40  acres  in  Section  14,  located  in  Alameda  Creek,  below 
the  junction  of  the  Arroyo  Honda;  steep  and  inclined  to  slide  into 
the  creek;  soil  slaty  shale;  the  Sunol  gravels  come  from  this  tract.        1786 
Value  $10  per  acre ;  $400.     (Gale  $25.) 

Parcel  246,  474.12  acres;  traversed  by  Mount  Day  road.  South 
half  of  section  has  open  slope,  of  which  about  200  acres  can  be  culti- 
vated. North  half  mostly  in  slopes  running  down  to  Alameda  Creek. 
Northeast  corner  of  section  runs  across  the  creek.  Very  rough,  steep 
and  brushy,  furnishing  some  fourth-rate  pasture.  Value  for  the  en- 
tire tract  $13.50  per  acre.  (Gale  $20 ;  Clayton  $17.50 ;  Parks  $30.) 

Parcel  251;  is  in  two  parts  on  Map  16.  Section  10,  township  5 
south,  range  1  east,  excepting  5  acres  owned  by  V.  H.  Metcalf ;  also 
part  of  south  half  of  Section  3,  township  5  south,  range  1  east.  North- 
east corner  runs  down  into  Alameda  Creek.  The  east  half  is  broken 
by  two  steep  ravines  running  easterly  into  Alameda  Creek,  with  steep, 
densely  wooded  slope,  with  all  kinds  of  native  wood  and  brush.  West 
half  of  tract  has  some  fair,  good  open  slopes  along  the  upper  reaches 
of  the  ravine,  and  also  some  dense  jungles  of  brush  land.  A  road 
leads  into  the  west  half  of  the  section  from  Mission  Peak  road.  Some  1787 
portions  could  be  farmed,  but  is  better  adapted  to  pasture.  900  acres 
of  which  this  tract  is  a  part  is  leased  out  at  an  annual  cash  rental  of 
$125,  or  about  14  cents  per  acre.  The  value  of  702.95  acres,  at  $12.50 
an  acre,  is  $8,786.87.  Section  10  is  very  much  broken  up  by  ravines 
and  jungles.  There  are  two  ravines  running  westerly,  discharging  into 
Alameda  Creek,  the  junction  of  which  is  east  of  the  new  Spring  Val- 
ley road.  One  of  those  ravines  runs  particularly  into  Section  9  on 
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the  west.  The  slopes  of  those  ravines  are  very  brushy.  The  only  open 
land  really  in  the  section  is  in  the  west  portion,  where  the  road  comes 
in  from  Mission  Peak  road;  it  comes  down  past  A.  A.  Moore's  place. 
That  is  the  part  that  the  value  is  in.  The  brush  is  impenetrable  in 
places. 

360  acres  in  the  next  parcel,  being  the  east  half  of  the  northeast 
quarter,  and  the  southwest  quarter  of  the  northeast  quarter  of  Section 

1788  9;  traversed  by  the  Mission  Peak  road;  could  be  farmed  except  for 
some  gulches  and  waste  beyond;  east  half  of  northeast  quarter  very 
steep  and  brushy;  suitable  for  pasture  only.     Sandstone  ledges  show 
in  places ;  well  watered  by  several  good  springs ;  soil  light  decomposed 
sand  rock  and  apparently  not  very  fertile.    It  will  produce  a  ton  and 
a  half  of  hay  under  favorable  conditions  on  such  acreage  as  can  be 
cultivated.     $25  an  acre;  $9,000.     (Entire  tract  valued  by  Gale  at 
$25.)     The  ridges  along  the  road,  where  it  passes  through,  could  be 
farmed  and  are  farmed.     The  portions  extending  down  toward  Sec- 
tion 10  are  very  rough,  with  some  rock  ledges  showing,  and  there  is 
not  much  chance  to  farm  in  that  section. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

There  is  not  360  acres  of  land  there  that  can  be  cultivated,  but 
probably  50%  of  it  could  be  cultivated. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

The  portion  that  is  suitable  for  pasturage  only  would  be  fair 

1789  pasturage.     The  land  is  very  high  up  and  very  inaccessible.     These 
things  have  to  be  taken  into  consideration  in  placing  the  valuation. 

Parcel  258,  151  acres;  lies  north  of  the  Mount  Day  road,  and 
slopes  northerly  into  Alameda  Creek;  it  is  steep  and  very  brushy. 
Taken  in  connection  with  the  balance  of  Section  18,  it  would  be  worth 
$15  per  acre;  total  $2265.  (Gale  and  Parks  $15.) 

p-268,  Map  16.  There  are  quite  a  number  of  pieces  under  that 
designation.  This  is  in  Section  30,  and  lies  west  of  the  Horseshoe 
Bend  of  the  Arroyo  Honda  Creek.  Portion  nearest  to  creek  is  very 
steep,  covered  with  dense  brush ;  balance  on  top  of  ridge  fairly  open 
pasture.  $15  per  acre;  $2400.  (Gale  and  Clayton  $20;  Parks  $25.) 

W-268,  Weller  place ;  646.75  acres ;  rolling  hills  traversed  by  the 
Mission  Peak  road;  high  up  on  the  slope  toward  Mission  Peak;  very 
difficult  of  access  from  Milpitas,  nearest  railroad  station;  soil  decom- 

1790  posed  sand  rock;  considerable  land  not  fit  for  cultivation  on  account 
of  rock  ledges ;  well  watered  on  westerly  portion.    Easterly  portion  in 
Section  23  extends  well  down  in  ravine  running  easterly  towards 
Calaveras  Valley.     Considerable  area  covered  with  dense  chaparral. 
As  a  farming  proposition  this  land  might  be  classed  as  a  total  failure. 
Under  best  conditions  a  crop  of  hay  in  excess  of  1-2  to  3-4  of  a  ton 
per  acre  is  unknown.     Sufficient  rocks  have  been  gathered  off  the  soil 
in  former  efforts  of  cultivation  with  which  to  construct  a  rock  fence. 
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Value  $30  per  acre.  (Gale  $30 ;  Clayton  $35 ;  Parks  $100  for  the  farm- 
ing land,  and  $25  an  acre  for  the  balance;  Hatch's  valuation  $25 
an  acre,  but  stated  that  in  December,  1913,  it  would  be  $16  or  $18  an 
acre,  see  page  1675  of  transcript).  I  went  through  this  piece  very 
thoroughly.  I  climbed  up  west  of  the  house  until  I  got  to  the  extreme 
westerly  portion  of  it.  I  rode  down  through  the  easterly  portion  as 
far  as  I  could.  I  made  a  trip  up  from  Calaveras  Valley,  and  came 
through  a  portion  on  the  northeast  corner.  The  piece  is  reached  by 
the  road  that  turns  off  the  Calaveras-Milpitas  road  near  the  Laguna 
Schoolhouse. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen.  1791 

It  is  not  near  the  Air  Point  Schoolhouse,  which  is  below  Han- 
sen's  place.  You  pass  Hansen's  place,  and  come  up  the  hill  toward 
the  cemetery,  and  pass  two  other  houses  on  the  left,  and  then  turn 
immediately  to  your  left  and  go  up  the  hill ;  you  wind  around  a  road 
that  has  been  cut  out  of  a  very  rocky  ledge,  until  you  get  into  the 
drainage  of  the  creek  that  runs  down  from  the  Weller  place,  and 
through  the  Santos  place.  It  is  a  very  steep  road.  The  Hansen  place 
is  much  better  than  the  Weller  place. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

X-268,  Santos  place,  396.64  acres  in  Section  27.  Some  farming 
land,  but  mostly  good  for  pasture  only;  soil  decomposed  sand  rock; 
several  ledges  of  rock,  and  some  deep,  brushy  ravines.  Sufficient  rocks 
gathered  off  the  land  with  which  to  erect  stone  fences.  $25  per  acre ; 
$9,916.  (Gale  $30;  Clayton  $35;  Parks  100  acres  at  $100,  and  296 
acres  at  $25;  Hatch  $20  an  acre,  page  1675  of  the  transcript.) 

Referring  to  Weller  place,  it  would  not  be  possible  in  my  opinion, 
to  get  4000  sacks  of  barley  from  that  land  in  any  one  year.  I  am 
familiar  with  the  way  in  which  it  is  being  farmed  now,  and  the  man  1792 
who  is  farming  it  is  farming  some  of  the  Trenough  lands  adjoining. 
I  do  not  know  of  my  own  knowledge  whether  or  not  he  had  that  farmed 
to  barley  two  years  ago. 

Y-268,  120  acres,  portion  of  Section  26;  well  up  a  ridge  west  of 
the  reservoir  site;  traversed  by  deep  ravines,  covered  with  dense 
brush ;  some  pasture ;  not  tillable ;  light  gravelly  soil.  $15  per  acre ; 
$1800.  (Spring  Valley  appraisers  each  valued  it  at  $15  an  acre.) 

Parcel  295,  Jacobson  place ;  small  portion  has  been  cultivated  with 
indifferent  success.  Fairly  open  land  and  well  watered ;  soil  in  north- 
east quarter  very  light ;  considerable  rock  showing  above  the  surface, 
also  some  very  large  boulders  appearing  near  the  creek  in  the  south- 
east quarter.  1793 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

When  I  say  areas  have  been  cultivated  with  indifferent  success, 
my  statements  are  based  upon  my  own  knowledge.  I  saw  the  crops  and 
the  results  of  the  crop,  and  I  know  the  land  well  enough  to  know  that 
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the  fanner  was  meeting  with  indifferent  success,  and  I  make  my  state- 
ment of  my  own  knowledge.  This  last  piece  I  valued  at  $10  per  acre. 
(Gale  $25;  Parks  and  Clayton  have  not  valued  it.) 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

I  have  valued  Y-268  at  $15  an  acre  as  against  parcel  295  at  $10 
an  acre  because  the  soil  is  better  on  Y-268.  Where  the  soil  is  open 
and  there  is  no  brush  on  it  it  is  deeper  and  better.  On  295  it  is  a 
south  slope;  that  is  light  soil,  shallow,  rock  close  to  the  surface,  and 
will  not  produce  as  good,  or  as  large  a  quantity  of  pasturage  as  will 
grow  on  the  deeper  soils,  where  it  is  not  so  much  exposed  to  the  heat 

1794  of  the  sun.    To  take  the  slopes  and  compare  the  one  with  the  other — 
referring  to  the  hills  to  the  west  of  Calaveras — there  is  more  open 
land  on  the  east  slope  than  on  the  west  slope,  but  there  is  a  greater 
depth  of  soil  on  the  west  slope  than  on  the  east  slope,  and  where  there 
is  open  land  on  the  west  slope,  it  produces  a  better  quality  of  feed,  but 
the  area  is  less  limited.     Taking  the  whole  of  the  Calaveras  Valley, 
the  east  slopes  are  the  best,  because  there  is  a  larger  area  that  pro- 
duces feed.    There  is  no  comparison  at  all  between  the  sides  sloping 
into  Calaveras  Valley  as  against  the  sides  sloping  out  toward  Milpitas. 
The  slopes  towards  Milpitas  are  different  entirely,  they  are  so  much 
better. 

1795  There  are  two  ridges  on  the  east  side  of  Calaveras  Valley;  one  is 
the  ridge  that  begins  at  the  junction  of  the  Arroyo  Honda  and  Calav- 
eras Creek,  and  extends  up  to  Sections  30  and  31,  and  6  and  a  portion 
of  5.    The  Carrick  place,  and  the  Parks  place  is  one  slope  on  the  east 
side  of  Calaveras  Valley.    The  other  is  the  land  that  lies  east  of  the 
Arroyo  Honda  Creek,  and  on  that  ridge,  commencing  with  the  junc- 
tion of  the  Arroyo  Honda  and  the  Alameda  Creeks,  on  which  the 
Mount  Day  road  runs  east.     Those  are  the  two  main  ridges  on  the 
east  of  the  valley  that  command  those  slopes.     All  those  ridges  are 
better  than  the  brushy  ridges  that  lie  on  the  west  side  of  the  valley. 
I  am  comparing  the  brushy  ridges  on  the  west  with  the  open  slopes 
on  the  east. 

1796  Parcel  320,  120  acres,  southeast  quarter  of  Section  23,  located  at 
the  base  of  the  slope  on  the  westerly  contour  of  the  Calaveras  Reser- 
voir, traversed  by  the  Calaveras-Milpitas  roads,  and  also  by  Arroyo 
Honda  and  Calaveras  Creeks.    Some  creek  bottom  and  level  benches. 
Has  been  farmed.     Taken  altogether  is  the  best  tract  in  this  entire 
section.    $50  per  acre ;  $6000.    (Gale  $60 ;  Clayton  $75 ;  Parks  60  acres 
at  $75  and  60  acres  at  $30.) 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

The  locality  right  around  the  dam  in  Sections  14  and  24,  and  the 
balance  of  23,  is  the  best  portion  of  land  around  that  spot. 
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Parcel  322,  160  acres ;  most  of  this  is  in  the  contour  of  the  reser- 
voir site  on  the  westerly  side  of  Calaveras  Valley;  good  farm  land, 
some  of  it  level;  soil  dark  loam  and  fairly  deep;  more  suitable  for 
pasturage.  Some  quite  brushy  ravine,  and  steep  in  places.  Bulk  of 
area  is  good  farming  land.  $100  per  acre,  $16,000.  (Gale  $75;  Clay- 
ton $100 ;  Parks  24  acres  at  $250,  8  acres  at  $150,  60  acres  at  $75,  and 
68  acres  at  $30.) 

Parcel  323,  200  acres ;  this  is  some  of  the  best  land  in  the  Calav-       1797 
eras  Valley.    About  75%  is  on  the  floor  of  the  valley,  and  very  fertile 
bottom  land.    About  half  of  the  east  half  is  rather  hilly,  with  a  good 
deal  of  sage  brush  on  the  westerly  slope.     $120  per  acre;  $24,000. 
(Gale  $160;  Clayton  $200.) 

Parcel  324,  200  acres,  portion  of  Section  26.  Larger  part  is  in 
the  bottom  of  Calaveras  Reservoir,  and  good  level  farming  land.  The 
area  extending  westerly  into  Section  26  can  all  be  cultivated.  $120 
per  acre;  $24,000.  (Gale  $160;  Clayton  $185.)  179S 

Parcel  325,  is  in  three  parts.  This  is  320  acres,  being  the  south 
half  of  Section  24.  Considerable  of  the  west  area  is  in  the  creek  bed 
of  the  Arroyo  Honda,  and  is  a  very  gravelly  formation.  That  por- 
tion north  of  Arroyo  Honda  extends  to  the  Alameda  County  line. 
Open  pasture,  with  some  oak  trees,  clay  formation;  owing  to  its  ac- 
cessibility, it  is  the  best  tract  of  pasture  land  in  this  locality.  Valued 
at  $25  per  acre,  because  it  is  very  good  pasture  land,  and  some  areas 
could  be  cultivated,  and  without  that  good  pasture  land  in  that  area 
around  there,  the  balance  of  the  Calaveras  range  would  be  worth  a 
whole  lot  less  money  than  I  have  appraised  it  for.  The  accessibility 
of  that  pasture  land  and  the  quality  of  it,  and  the  early  feed  on  it,  has 
caused  me  to  put  a  higher  value  on  the  upper  lands  of  Calaveras.  It 
is  a  very  good  open  place  to  round  up  stock  on,  and  a  very  convenient 
place  to  have  on  a  range  the  size  of  the  Calaveras  range,  and  I  con- 
sider it  worth  more  than  range  land. 

Regarding  the  north  half  of  Section  25,  320  acres :  The  westerly  1799 
areas  contain  some  of  the  best  land  in  Calaveras  Valley,  with  a  prune 
orchard  of  some  20  acres.  The  easterly  portion  is  the  northerly  end 
of  the  Marsh  Ridge,  and  extends  into  the  Arroyo  Honda  Creek ;  slopes 
inclined  to  be  steep  on  the  easterly  side,  and  covered  with  brush; 
westerly  slope  light  shallow  soil;  bed-rock  on  surface  generally;  some 
sage  brush.  I  have  segregated  these  320  acres  as  follows:  20  acres 
at  $400 ;  200  acres  at  $125 ;  100  acres  at  $20.  The  first  20  acres  is  the 
prune  orchard.  The  next  200  acres  is  the  level  farming  land.  The 
100  acres  is  that  portion  appearing  outside  of  the  contour  of  the  reser- 
voir on  the  east  side.  In  my  valuation  at  $400  an  acre  I  include  the 
orchard. 
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160  acres,  referring  to  west  half  of  Section  30,  is  steep,  rough, 
brushy ;  sage  and  scrub  oak ;  light,  gravelly  soil,  bedrock  outcropping ; 
very  little  pasture;  value  $10  per  acre.  (The  average  per  acre  is 
$55.75.  Gale  $55 ;  Clayton  $45 ;  Parks  124  acres  at  $400,  30  acres  at 
$175,  25  acres  at  $400,  20  acres  at  $100,  601  acres  at  $30.) 

1800  Admitted  by  Counsel  for  the  Defendant  that  none  of  those  wit- 
nesses placed  a  value  upon  the  prune  orchard  as  such.    They  did  not 
add  anything  for  the  trees. 

Parcel  327,  80  acres :  75  percent  pasture,  and  25  percent  farm- 
ing. Suitable  for  hay  and  grain,  west  portion  being  deep  ravine  and 
dense  brush.  $20  per  acre,  $1600.  (Gale  $30;  Clayton  $40;  Parks  30 
acres  at  $60,  and  50  acres  at  $50.)  25  to  30  acres  on  the  west  por- 
tion, lying  up  toward  the  Weller  place,  is  pretty  brushy. 

Parcel  328,  portions  of  Section  30;  lies  by  the  Arroyo  Honda 
Creek.  Steep,  precipitous  banks  covered  with  dense  brush.  Very 
little  pasture;  no  level  land.  $10  per  acre,  $2,000.  (Gale  $12.50; 
Clayton  $15;  Parks  $15.) 

Parcel  329,  40  acres  on  Section  30;  traversed  by  the  Arroyo 
Honda  Creek.  Precipitous  banks,  covered  with  dense  brush.  Little 
pasture.  $10  per  acre ;  $400.  (Gale  $12.50 ;  Parks  $15 ;  Clayton  $25.) 

1801  I  examined  that  piece  myself.     Comparing   329   with   A-241: 
A-241,  640  acres ;  some  of  it  above  the  creek  is  open,  fairly  good  pas- 
ture.   40  acres  lies  practically  in  the  bed  of  Aroyo  Honda  Creek,  and 
is  steep  and  rough.     Some  areas  on  it  will  compare  with  the  same 
area  on  329,  but  taken  as  a  whole,  there  is  no  comparison.    This  piece 
is  better,  being  better  pasture  and  more  open.     In  valuing  those 
small  parcels,  I  did  not  think  it  would  be  right  to  put  that  down 
to  its  value  for  the  parcel,  but  taken  in  connection  with  the  whole, 
it  has  some  value.     If  a  man  owned  that  range,  he  could  not  herd 
off  that  30  acres;  he  would  have  to  fence  it;  he  has  to  take  it  in 
with  the  others  and  not  have  the  trouble  of  fencing  it  or  herding  it 
off.    By  itself,  it  is  not  worth  the  value  I  have  put  on  it,  but  in  con- 
nection with  the  range  it  is. 

B-241,  640  acres,  Section  29.  The  Arroyo  Honda  runs  through 
the  south  half.  Most  of  the  north  and  east  sides  of  the  La  Honda 
is  rough  and  steep ;  in  the  north  half  are  small  portions  on  the  slopes 
of  ravines,  fairly  sheltered  from  the  west  wind,  which  will  produce 
early  pasture,  but  taken  as  a  whole,  it  is  very  undesirable  land, 
several  deep  ravines  entering  from  both  north  and  south  slopes. 

1802  Portions  will  hold  running  water  all  the  year  around,  but  will  have 
very  little  pasture  on  it.     The  contour  of  the  proposed  Calaveras 
Reservoir  crosses  westerly  line  in  creek,  and  extends  easterly  around 
Horseshoe  Bend  nearly  to  the  westerly  line  of  Section  28.    $5  per 
acre;  $3,200.     (Gale  $10;  Clayton  $15;  Parks  $15.) 

e-268;  lies  on  top  of  Oak  Ridge.  Southeast  quarter  well  down 
in  the  slopes  of  La  Honda  watershed;  traversed  by  deep  ravines. 
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Southwest  quarter  fairly  open,  but  steep,  with  southern  exposures; 
pasture  will  dry  out  early  in  the  Spring,  and  unless  springs  on  slope 
are  developed,  land  will  be  useless  for  Summer  pasture.  $10  per 
acre;  $3,200.  (Gale  $15  an  acre;  Clayton  $25;  Parks  $30.) 

q-268,  160  acres;  southwest  quarter  of  Section  28,  traversed  by 
the  Arroyo  Honda  Creek ;  very  steep ;  large  areas  consisting  of  moss- 
covered  rock.  Very  little  grass,  considerable  sage  brush,  deep 
ravines  running  northeast  of  it  through  the  tract.  As  a  whole  very 
undesirable.  Value  $5  per  acre.  It  is  a  very  poor  pasturage  propo- 
sition. (Gale  $12  an  acre;  Clayton  $12;  Parks  $20.) 

r-268,  north  half  of  Section  28.  The  northeast  quarter  is  high  1803 
up,  with  ravines  running  northerly,  opening  up  to  the  Mount  Day 
road.  Several  rock  ledges ;  big  rock  appears  in  the  northeast  corner. 
Another  ledge  north  from  where  the  old  Hilton  place  stood.  North- 
west quarter  lies  on  slope  toward  Arroyo  Honda;  some  steep  areas 
toward  the  creek;  fairly  open  pasture.  Value  $10  per  acre,  r-268 
is  entirely  better  than  q-268.  (  Gale  $12;  Clayton  $12;  Parks  $20.) 

r-268  is  better  because  it  is  open,  and  slopes  well  on  the  ridge, 
with  no  moss-covered  rocks  on  it;  no  steep  areas  where  it  extends 
up  perpendicularly.  It  grows  pretty  good  feed  in  some  places,  and 
produces  some  good  pasture,  q-268  is  down  in  La  Honda  Creek,  and 
there  are  very  steep  banks  there. 

r-268  again,  160  acres  reached  by  a  road  off  the  Mount  Day 
road.  Is  open ;  fairly  good  soil ;  some  places  can  be  cultivated.  Looks 
desirable  feed  land  because  of  the  contour  of  the  slopes  and  ridges, 
with  considerable  bench  land  immediately  east  of  Mount  Day  road. 
$10  per  acre;  $1600.  (The  same  valuation  was  put  on  it  by  the 
Spring  Valley  appraisers.)  I  put  the  same  valuation  upon  both  of 
these  pieces — r-268 — as  they  are  about  the  same  kind  of  land,  located 
in  the  same  kind  of  country.  I  have  been  over  both  of  them  myself.  1804 

s-268;  very  steep,  rocky  and  brushy;  is  located  in  the  north 
slope  toward  Alameda  Creek,  adjoining  the  Whitlock  land.  $7.50 
per  acre;  $600.  (Spring  Valley  appraisers  all  valued  that  at  $10  an 
acre.)  I  valued  that  at  less  than  r-268  because  it  is  down  on  the 
north  side  hills  toward  Alameda  Creek,  traversed  by  two  ravines, 
brushy,  steep  in  places,  with  very  little  open  land  on  it.  The  valu- 
ation of  $10  an  acre  in  Section  22  for  r-268  is  not  a  low  valuation 
taken  in  connection  with  the  balance  of  the  land  around  there.  The 
cattle  will  feed  on  those  ridges,  and  those  slopes  down  there  have  no 
value,  except  in  connection  with  the  ridges  up  above.  Those  open 
ridges  where  the  feed  is  grown  are  better  pasture  land  than  the 
steep  places  down  on  the  side.  I  do  not  consider  $10  an  acre  on 
that  tract  a  low  valuation.  I  consider  it  a  fair  valuation. 

t-268  and  u-268,  280  acres,  and  160  acres  in  u-268,  Section  26:       1805 
160  acres,  Parker  place;  280  acres,  Clarence  J.  Flagg  place.     The 
Parker  place  is  located  on  western  slope  toward  Alameda  Creek, 

499 


Callaghan 

SPRING  VALLEY  WATER  CO.  VS.  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAX  FRANCISCO 

from  the  Mount  Day  road;  some  clearing;  some  poison  oak  around 
the  benches ;  may  be  used  for  a  small  hay  field ;  balance  pasture  land 
and  fairly  open.  160  acres  along  the  south  line,  a  mile  long  and  a 
quarter  mile  wide  is  fairly  open  land,  covered  with  large  black  oak 
trees;  a  brown  clay  soil,  not  very  deep.  120  acres  in  the  northwest 
quarter,  mostly  steep  and  very  brushy,  with  some  open  places  up 
near  the  Mount  Day  road.  These  last  two,  namely  160  and  120 
acres,  are  covered  by  t-268,  purchased  by  the  Spring  Valley  "Water 
Co.,  from  Olive  Beverson.  Value  $7  per  acre;  total  $3,080  for  the 
two  tracts.  (Spring  Valley  Appraisers  $10  an  acre.)  I  spoke  of 
poison  oak  on  those  tracts,  because  on  some  places  it  becomes  tangled 
and  so  thick  that  you  cannot  get  through  it.  It  has  no  value  for 

1806  cattle. 

E-268 ;  north  half  of  Section  8.  Fairly  open  section  on  the  north 
side  of  Alameda  Creek ;  southern  exposure ;  light  soil,  suitable  only 
for  pasturing,  which  would  dry  out  early  in  the  Spring;  several 
large  ledges  of  rock.  $10  an  acre ;  $3200.  (Gale  $17.50 ;  Clayton  $25 ; 
Parks  $15.) 

E-268,  140  acres;  portion  in  the  northwest  quarter  of  Section 
16.  Lies  on  both  sides  of  the  sloping  ravine,  not  very  steep.  Some 
of  it  has  been  planted  to  hay;  soil  light  and  gravelly,  of  grayish 
color.  $12.50  an  acre ;  $1,750.  (Gale  $17.50 ;  Clayton  $25 ;  Parks  $15.) 

E-268,  160  acres;  northwest  quarter  of  Section  12.  Is  high  up 
on  the  mountain;  inaccessible,  cold,  rocky,  brushy,  and  steep.  Very 
poor  pasture.  Not  suitable  for  anything  else.  Value  $4  per  acre; 
$640.  (Gale  $3,  and  the  other  two  Spring  Valley  witnesses,  $6.)  I 

1807  got  at  it  by  going  up  there  from  Acker's  place  on  Arroyo  Valle 
Creek.    I  spent  a  whole  day  climbing  through  those  hills  trying  to 
get  to  it.    It  is  hard  to  find.     It  is  on  the  dividing  ridge  between 
South  Creek  and  Indian  Creek. 

F-268,  320  acres;  fairly  open  land  on  north  side  of  Alameda 
Creek.  Southern  exposure,  light  soil,  suitable  only  for  pasture,  sev- 
eral large  ledges  of  rock.  $10  per  acre;  $3200.  (Gale  $15;  Clayton 
$25;  Parks  $17.50.) 

F-268,  20.20  acres ;  west  half  of  southwest  quarter  of  northwest 
quarter  of  Section  16.  This  was  the  old  Mendoza  home  place.  Has  a 
small  lake,  also  a  vineyard  and  an  orchard  at  one  time.  Fairly  level 
and  accessible.  I  included  everything  that  was  there  in  valuation 
of  $50  an  acre.  Keferring  to  the  320  acres,  which  has  light  soil, 
suitable  only  for  pasture,  I  base  my  opinion  of  that  upon  my  knowl- 
edge of  the  land  and  its  location.  I  know  what  those  south  slopes 
do  when  the  heat  of  Spring  comes  on  them.  (Gale  $25 ;  Clayton  $30 ; 

1808  Parks  $15.) 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

When  I  say  I  valued  the  vineyard,  I  put  a  value  on  the  entire 
tract  with  all  of  the  advantages  I  could  urge  to  a  prospective  pur- 
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chaser,  and  I  included  something  for  the  vineyard,  as  I  considered 
it  would  be  an  added  asset  to  the  tract  in  selling  it,  and  that  the 
present  owners  ought  to  be  entitled  to  that  present  value. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

G-268,  480  acres;  Alameda  Creek  runs  westerly  through  this 
tract.  Portion  lying  south  of  the  creek  is  very  steep  and  brushy, 
furnishing  some  fourth-rate  pasture.  Portion  lying  north  of  the 
creek  runs  up  into  some  bench  land  which  has  been  formed  by  an 
extensive  slide.  The  northeast  quarter  is  entirely  covered  by  a 
large  peak,  which  is  almost  entirely  composed  of  rock,  with  hardly 
any  soil  area.  The  entire  area  in  this  tract  is  barren,  and  prac- 
tically worthless ;  any  value  must  be  found  in  the  southerly  portion. 
$8  per  acre ;  $3,840.  (Gale  $12.50;  Clayton  and  Parks  $15.)  There 
is  a  road  up  the  Alameda  Creek  to  this  piece  G-268,  but  when  the 
creek  is  high  in  the  Winter-time,  it  is  very  hard  to  get  in  there.  I 
was  up  there  less  than  two  weeks  ago.  By  walking  out  from  the  1809 
end  of  the  road  from  Mendoza  house,  about  a  quarter  or  an  eighth 
of  a  mile  east,  you  get  a  good  view  of  that  entire  tract,  and  also  a 
portion  of  Section  8  that  is  on  the  same  side  of  the  creek  up  there. 
You  cannot  value  all  of  this  Calaveras  land  by  going  along  the 
road.  You  have  to  go  over  the  land  to  get  a  good  idea  of  it.  You 
can  get  an  idea  by  riding  over  the  road,  but  to  be  able  to  say  accu- 
rately what  the  land  is  actually  worth,  you  have  to  circulate  around 
among  those  lands,  and  climb  some  hills. 

H-268;  north  half  of  Section  20,  is  on  top  of  Oak  Ridge, 
traversed  by  the  Mount  Day  road.  Is  high  open  pasture  land.  The 
north  half  of  the  northeast  quarter  slopes  into  Alameda  Creek ;  very 
rocky,  with  boulders  sticking  up  through  the  ground  all  over  it; 
windy  and  cold.  Old  house  near  the  west  line  of  the  northwest 
quarter,  apparently  intended  for  a  homestead  on  this  quarter,  but 
from  the  fence  lines  is  clearly  on  Section  19.  $10  per  acre;  $3200. 
(Gale  $18;  Clayton  $25;  Parks  $30.) 

D-241,  Map  18 ;  traversed  by  the  Marsh  road.  Fairly  open  pas- 
ture land;  light  soil  near  the  bedrock;  will  dry  out  early  in  the 
Spring.  Also  some  patches  of  sage  brush  on  it.  These  sage  brush  1810 
areas  are  almost  worthless  for  pasture.  Value  $15  per  acre.  (Gale 
$20;  Clayton  and  Parks  $30.)  I  valued  this  at  $15  as  compared  to 
$10  on  some  of  the  land,  because  it  is  better  land.  It  is  nearer  to 
Calaveras  road,  and  is  more  accessible;  some  open  swales  in  there; 
fairly  good  pasture  along  both  sides  of  the  Marsh  road. 

a-268,  15  acres;  west  of  the  Grant  line,  and  adjoining  b-268; 
drainage  mostly  toward  Milpitas;  soil  is  a  light,  decomposed  sand- 
stone, with  numerous  sandstone  outcroppings ;  not  suitable  for  farm- 
ing; valued  in  conjunction  with  the  adjoining  parcel,  b-268,  $35. 
(Gale  $30;  Clayton  $35.) 
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b-268,  197.31  acres ;  is  traversed  by  the  Calaveras  road.  Portion 
lying  south  of  road,  and  west  of  the  Grant  line,  is  in  the  watershed 
draining  toward  Milpitas.  The  top  of  the  ridge  is  light,  decomposed 
sandstone,  with  several  sandstone  ridges  outcropping.  Large  piles 
of  rock  have  been  collected  and  used  for  stone  fences  in  an  endeavor 
to  clear  the  land  for  cultivation.  Portion  lying  on  the  slope  toward 
Calaveras  Valley  is  better  soil,  and  is  cultivated  for  hay  and  grain. 
Taken  as  a  whole,  its  value  is  $35  per  acre.  $6,905.85.  The  portion 

1811  lying  south  of  the  Calaveras  road,  and  within  the  Calaveras  water- 
shed; there  is  only  a  small  portion  that  slopes  toward  the  Laguna 
schoolhouse  there.    It  is  of  a  light  sandstone  soil,  with  considerable 
rock  on  the  surface  of  the  ground,  and  in  some  place,  outcroppings 
of  sandstone.    It  is  on  the  righthand  side  as  you  come  over  the  crest 
of  the  hill. 

The  northwest  corner  is  very,  very  rocky.  The  greatest  value 
is  north  of  the  road,  where  the  house  is,  and  where  that  ravine  starts 
in ;  some  good  land  in  there,  and  some  good  farming  land  along  the 
road  and  in  those  slopes.  It  is  very  ordinary  pasture,  very  rocky, 
and  very  little  value  to  it.  Its  biggest  value  is  found  in  the  ravines 
and  those  slopes  where  the  house  and  the  hayfield  is.  That  is  a 
good  place  there  in  lot  1.  (Gale  $65;  Clayton  $75;  Parks  145  acres 
at  $75,  10  acres  at  $15,  20  acres  at  $60,  and  the  portion  that  juts  out 
to  the  west  22  acres  at  $75.)  There  are  40  acres  of  it  on  the  south 
side  further  down  the  road  also.  According  to  the  Santa  Clara 
County  map  which  shows  40  acres,  but  it  could  not  be  40  acres  be- 

1812  cause  the  road  runs  through  that  40  acre  piece.     Referring  to  the 
portion  to  the  extreme  west,  and  west  of  the  Grant  line,  it  is  rocky, 
shallow  soil,  not  very  rich  or  fertile,  not  very  good  soil,  and  I  would 
not  characterize  that  piece — Brandt-Hansen — as  a  fine  piece  of  land. 
I  think  I  have  been  all  over  it. 

c-268,  155.42  acres ;  portion  of  Section  2 ;  well  up  on  the  ridge ; 
ravines  run  north  and  east  into  Calaveras  Valley ;  irregular  in  shape ; 
parts  of  it  consist  of  rough,  rocky  canyons,  which  are  inclined  to  be 
steep,  with  considerable  loose  rock  showing  on  the  surface.  A  small 
portion  lies  on  the  westerly  slope  toward  Laguna  Schoolhouse,  and 
all  of  it  is  south  of  Calaveras  road.  Soil  consists  of  decomposed 
sand  rock,  and  very  litle  depth  to  the  bedrock  in  some  places.  About 
two-thirds  can  be  farmed.  Some  laurel  and  oak  trees  in  ravines. 
Northeast  quarter  has  a  deep  wooded  ravine  through  it  with  heavy 
brush.  $40  per  acre ;  $6,216.80.  (Gale  $60;  Clayton  $75;  Parks  140 
acres  at  $75 ;  18  acres  at  $25 ;  Mr.  Hatch  values  it  at  $40  an  acre, 
transcript  page  1674.) 

e-268,  Dennis  Cullen  place ;  broken  rolling  land,  red  soil.  Suit- 
able for  pasturage ;  cut  with  arroyos ;  some  oak  trees ;  40  acres  good 
for  farming ;  balance  wooded  pasture ;  improvements  two  old  barns, 
a  small  battened  house,  a  dug  well  with  a  Douglass  pump.  Value 
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$25  per  acre.  (Gale  $60;  Clayton  $75;  Parks  60  acres  at  $80,  and  1813 
22  at  $40.)  I  give  that  a  lower  valuation  than  the  Levy  place,  be- 
cause it  is  not  as  accessible.  It  is  not  fronting  on  any  road;  it  is 
half-way  between  the  top  of  the  ridge  and  the  Calaveras  Valley.  A 
good  deal  of  waste  land  on  it,  and  a  good  deal  of  brush  in  the 
ravines.  The  tops  of  the  ridges  are  the  only  places  open,  and  that 
can  be  farmed  for  hay.  Ravines  are  not  very  valuable  for  pasture 
on  account  of  the  growth  of  brush.  A  good  deal  of  live  oak  trees, 
which  prevents  the  growth  of  grass. 

A  portion  of  it  is  visible  from  the  Sierra  road,  but  to  get  a  good 
view,  you  have  to  go  down  the  Levy  place,  and  get  on  top  of  a  hill 
in  the  east  end  of  the  Levy  place. 

f-268,  85.63  acres;  the  water  contour  of  Calaveras  Reservoir       1814 
touch  the  extreme  northeast  corner.     Badly  cut  up  with  deep  ra- 
vines, and  largely  coverd  with  live  oak,  scrub  oak,  and  poison  oak. 
A  limited  area  can  be  cultivated  for  hay  or  grain.    Soil  light  loam. 
$40  per  acre ;  $3,425.20.     (Gale  $60 ;  Clayton  $70 ;  Parks  $40.) 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

By  light  loam,  I  mean  light  in  texture. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

g-268,  160  acres ;  the  greatest  portion  farmed  is  about  100  acres ; 
there  is  a  small  orchard  in  the  northeast  corner.  Light,  red,  gravelly 
soil.  Good  for  three-quarters  to  one  ton  of  hay  per  acre.  $30  per 
acre;  $4,800.  (Gale  $65;  Clayton  $75;  Parks  120  acres  at  $75,  40 
acres  at  $30;  Hatch  $40  per  acre,  page  1675  transcript.) 

Questioned  by  Master. 

The  parcel  described  before,  f-268,  is  right  along  the  Calaveras 
road  as  you  come  into  the  valley.  The  soil  is  light  loam.  This  is  a 
light  soil,  red,  mixed  with  gravel,  not  nearly  as  fertile  in  f-268.  1815 
There  are  oak  trees  in  the  ravines  in  f-268,  and  the  soil  in  there  is 
deep  soil  that  could  be  used  for  raising  a  pretty  good  crop  if  it  were 
cleared  off  and  had  a  little  work  done  on  it. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

f-268  is  far  more  accessible  than  g-268. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

The  road  is  right  along  the  side  of  f-268.  The  north  line  of 
this  tract  constitutes  the  south  fence  line  of  the  road. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

The  land  can  be  reached  from  the  main  road,  and  you  get  to  it 
from  the  road  that  goes  south  in  front  of  what  is  known  as  the 
Parks  place,  which  road  goes  in  the  creek  up  to  the  Patton  property. 
The  road  comes  right  to  the  corner  of  the  property  and  stops  there 
at  g-268 — Patton  property. 
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The  road  is  known  on  the  map  as  the  Sherman-Buick  road;  it 

1816  comes  up  to  where  Parks  has  his  stock  corral  and  the  scales  there 
now.     It  ends  at  the  creek  in  the  northeast  corner  of  g-268.     It 
reaches  the  northeast  corner  of  the  Patton  piece.     The  rest  of  the 
Patton  piece  is  reached  by  following  up  that  road  where  the  Patton 
house  was,  on  up  the  bank  of  the  creek.    Going  west  you  go  up  to 
the  Patton  house.    There  are  some  gum  trees  on  the  place.    You  go 
past  a  little  orchard  that  is  on  the  bench  above  the  creek,  and  you 
follow  that  through  there.    I  walked  up  through  there  and  out  on 
the  Dennis  Cullen  place,  and  out  the  road.    It  is  more  accessible  be- 
cause it  is  on  the  main  road,  and  you  don't  have  to  go  down  in  the 
valley;  you  go  around  the  Calaveras  hill  from  Milpitas;  as  you  go 
down  the  hill,  it  is  more  accessible  and  nearer  to  Milpitas. 

h-268,  120  acres ;  southwest  quarter  adjoining  the  Priesker  place. 
About  40  acres  in  creek  can  be  farmed;  the  balance  pasture  land, 

1817  The  northeast  portion  in  upper  reaches  of  Calaveras  Creek,  steep 
and  brushy,  with  all  kinds  of  native  brush,  oak  and  sycamore  trees. 
$10  per  acre;  $1200.     (Gale  $30;  Clayton  $40;  Parks  25  acres  at  $75, 
and  95  acres  at  $25.) 

i-268,  273.24  acres;  on  the  Feltner  road,  which  is  the  same  as 
the  Sierra  road.  A  fractional  portion  of  Section  7  is  deep  ravine 
running  into  Calaveras  Creek.  Thickly  wooded  in  the  ravine.  The 
ridges  can  be  cultivated  in  places.  37  acres  in  the  southwest  quarter 
of  Section  6  have  been  farmed,  but  is  very  rocky.  Portion  south  of 
the  road  is  fair  farming  land.  I  saw  a  crop  on  there  this  year, 
about  two  weeks  ago,  a  crop  of  hay.  It  was  a  very  light  -crop,  and 
very  poor  quality.  Value  $30  per  acre;  $8,197.20.  (Gale  $50;  Clay- 
ton $60 ;  Parks  100  acres  at  $75,  40  acres  at  $70,  20  acres  at  $20,  the 

1818  balance  at  $40.)    As  a  farming  proposition  it  is  a  poor  piece  of  land. 

j-268,  80  acres ;  fairly  level ;  traversed  by  Calaveras  Creek ;  some 
gravel  patches ;  soil  light,  of  reddish  tinge,  with  considerable  gravel 
showing  in  it.  That  is  the  Williams  place,  north  of  the  Mary 
Williams  piece.  $35  per  acre ;  $2800.  (Gale  $60 ;  Clayton  $85 ;  Parks 
37  acres  at  $75,  and  43  acres  at  $30.)  The  westerly  portion  shown 
on  the  map  as  plot  3,  covered  by  the  contour  of  the  reservoir,  is 
farming  land ;  light  soil ;  will  produce  an  average,  under  good  condi- 
tions, of  a  ton  to  a  ton  and  a  half,  or  a  ton  and  a  quarter  of  hay.  The 
other  portion  east  of  there  is  up  on  the  hill  from  the  floor  of  the 
valley  on  a  higher  elevation,  and  is  mostly  used  for  pasturage  pur- 
poses. There  is  a  trail  going  through  there  from  the  Parks  house 
toward  the  Marsh  road;  it  passes  through  the  easterly  portion  of 
the  tract;  very  little  of  it  can  be  cultivated,  the  other  portion  is 
level,  accessible,  and  can  be  farmed. 
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k-268,  80  acres ;  fairly  level ;  traversed  by  Calaveras  Creek ;  some 
gravel  patches ;  soil  light,  of  reddish  tinge,  with  considerable  gravel. 
$35  per  acre ;  $2800.  (Gale  $40 ;  Clayton  $85 ;  Parks  45  acres  at  $75, 
and  35  acres  at  $35.)  The  gravel  does  not  improve  the  productivity  1819 
of  the  land.  It  is  a  light  soil.  The  creek  is  down  there  in  the  west 
end  of  it,  and  the  gravel  deposit  has  been  made  by  the  creek.  The 
other  portion  that  has  not  been  touched  by  the  flow  of  the  creek  has 
gravel  in  it,  apparently  from  the  hills  on  the  east.  They  are  not  the 
washed  rocks  of  the  creek  gravel,  but  it  is  the  angular  gravel  that 
came  down  off  the  sides  of  the  hill. 

1-268,  321.44  acres;  the  first  is  81.44  acres,  being  the  west  half 
of  the  northeast  quarter ;  fairly  level  land  with  oak  trees ;  nearly  all 
can  be  cultivated  for  hay;  light  soil,  with  rock  ledges  showing  in 
places. 

80  acres,  east  half  of  the  northwest  quarter;  the  same  descrip- 
tion as  above  applies,  except  that  in  the  southwest  corner  is  a  deep 
ravine  of  Calaveras  Creek,  and  cannot  be  cultivated.  The  value  of 
the  161.44  acres  is  $30  per  acre;  $4,843. 

The  next  is  160  acres,  southeast  quarter  of  Section  6;  some 
farming  land,  but  mostly  pasture,  rock  predominating  on  ridges. 
Steep  and  brushy  on  slopes.  $15  per  acre;  $2400.  Total  value  of 
the  entire  tract  of  321.44  acres,  $7,243.20.  (Gale  $50 ;  Clayton  $75 ; 
Parks  70  acres  at  $60,  and  251  acres  at  $30.)  The  average  according  1820 
to  the  table  is  $22.53. 

m-268;  portion  of  the  northeast  quarter  of  Section  6,  dealing 
with  20  acres  in  Section  6,  on  the  north  bank  of  Calaveras  Creek; 
steep  and  wooded ;  taken  in  conjunction  with  the  southwest  quarter 
of  Section  5,  can  be  valued  at  $12  per  acre;  $240.  The  southwest 
quarter  of  Section  5,  a  small  area  in  western  portion  of  tract  culti- 
vated with  hay;  balance  brushy,  sagebrush  and  poison  oak;  value 
$12  per  acre ; '$1,920.  or  the  whole  180  acres,  $2,160.  (Gale  $25; 
Clayton  $50;  Parks  60  acres  at  $60,  and  120  acres  at  $20.)  The  por- 
tion through  which  that  branch  of  the  Calaveras  Creek  runs  is  steep 
in  that  ravine,  which  is  quite  deep.  Between  the  junction  of  that 
branch  of  the  creek  and  the  branch  that  runs  up  towards  the  Priesker 
place,  there  is  a  ridge  running  through  Section  6,  and  extending  up 
to  Section  5,  and  on  that  ridge,  and  on  both  sides  of  the  backbone 
of  that  ridge,  there  is  an  area  close  to  the  easterly  line  of  Section  6 
that  has  been  cultivated  for  hay,  but  when  you  get  off  the  slope  to 
the  north  in  that  creek,  it  becomes  steep  and  brushy.  I  could  not 
say  definitely  how  much  of  that  slope  in  m-268  has  been  cultivated 
to  hay,  but  there  might  be  35  or  30  acres.  The  portion  below  m-268 
is  the  Smith  ownership,  and  there  is  a  little  vineyard  in  the  head  of  1821 
the  creek  that  comes  up  in  there.  The  Jeffery  Cullen  place  is  where 
the  township  and  range  is  delineated  to  the  left,  township  6  south, 
range  1  east. 
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n-268,  and  o-268,  I  have  taken  together.  Light  soil,  with  red 
quartz  in  it.  Bedrock  close  to  surface.  It  is  in  the  watershed  of  Cal- 
averas  Creek.  Value  $14.86  an  acre.  I  put  a  value  of  $1000  on  the 
whole  acreage,  and  then  divided  it  by  my  acreage,  (n-268,  valued 
by  Gale  at  $30,  and  0-268  at  $10.  Both  parcels  by  Parks  at  $25,  and 
by  Clayton  at  $40.)  That  piece  is  pasture  land;  some  of  it  could  be 
cultivated ;  a  little  hay  could  be  raised  on  it.  The  soil  is  very  light ; 
it  has  a  quartz  rock  native  to  that  country. 

1822  p-268,  160  acres;  southeast  quarter  of  Section  31;  fairly  good 
pasture,  extending  up  toward  the  Marsh  road.    Somewhat  open  on 
top,  but  rather  rough  further  down,  going  into  sagebrush  and  scrub 
oak.    $15  per  acre ;  $2400. 

The  portion  immediately  south,  61.26  acres,  somewhat  more 
level.  Soil  light  and  gravelly;  some  oak  trees.  $30  per  acre; 
$1,837.80. 

The  other  portion,  480  acres,  is  in  a  portion  of  Section  32,  and 
includes  the  Baden,  Fennel,  and  Castle  places.  A  large  portion  is 
on  top  of  Poverty  Ridge,  and  is  traversed  by  Marsh  road;  broken 
up  with  a  series  of  little  ravines ;  fairly  open  in  the  northeast  quar- 
ter, which  is  on  the  slope  of  Arroyo  Honda  Creek,  and  is  very  steep 
and  brushy.  Heavy  clay  soil,  without  much  indication  of  fertility. 
Portions  have  been  farmed,  but  farming  will  be  an  indifferent  suc- 
cess on  any  portion  of  it.  Virtually  all  of  its  value  is  included  in  its 
value  for  pasture  purposes.  $10  per  acre;  $4800.  (Gale  $20;  Clay- 
ton $20;  Parks  320  acres  at  $15,  and  160  acres  at  $30.)  Very  steep 

1823  and  brushy,  refers  to  that  portion  in  the  slope  of  La  Honda  Creek 
which  is  included  in  the  480  acres  that  extend  down  toward  La 
Honda  Creek.     The  other  portion  is  not  so  steep  nor  so  brushy. 

p-268,  221.26  acres,  is  fairly  open ;  there  is  also  some  open  land  on 
the  northwest  quarter  of  Section  32,  but  the  northeast  quarter  is 
very  steep  and  brushy  where  it  goes  down  into  the  creek,  and  crosses 
on  to  the  east  bank.  The  southeast  quarter  is  fairly  open. 

y-268,  160  acres ;  traversed  by  the  Marsh  road  on  Poverty  Ridge ; 
soil  light  red  in  nature ;  considerable  area  has  been  farmed ;  yield 
per  acre  will  probably  average  from  one  to  one  and  a  half  tons  of 
hay;  long  haul  to  market.  Indications  are  that  water  would  be 
rather  scarce  in  Summer.  $15  per  acre;  $2400.  (Gale  $20;  Clayton 
$25;  Parks  $30.) 

1824  Z-268,  40  acres ;  located  well  up  on  top  of  the  ridge  near  Monu- 
ment Peak;  sandstone  outcroppings  predominate  over  entire  area. 
Soil  light,  poor  fertility.    Taken  in  connection  with  the  surrounding 
land,  $35  per  acre;  $1400.     (Gale  $20;  Clayton  $35;  Parks  $40.) 

Parcel  321,  in  four  parts;  160  acres  in  the  north  half  of  the 
north  half  of  Section  36 ;  good  level  valley  land,  and  is  in  the  bottom 
of  the  proposed  Calaveras  Reservoir.  Value  per  acre,  $150.  80  acres, 
being  fractional  portion  of  Sections  31  and  30;  very  light  soil  very 
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nearly  the  entire  area.  Rock  outcropping,  and  land  inclined  to  be 
steep,  with  considerable  sagebrush.  Value  $25  per  acre. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

When  I  said  "light  soil",  I  should  have  said  in  that  case  shallow 
soil. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

172.90  acres,  being  portion  of  northeast  quarter  of  Section  35, 
also  in  the  contour  of  the  Calaveras  Reservoir.  Rises  abruptly  from 
the  floor  of  the  valley  to  the  west.  Has  been  cultivated  to  hay  and  ^c 
grain.  Some  portions  in  the  ravine  covered  with  brush.  Taken  in 
connection  with  the  160  acres  in  Section  36,  it  has  a  value  of  $50  an 
acre. 

The  remaining  80  acres  are  located  in  the  south  half  of  the 
northwest  quarter  of  Section  35,  and  extends  westerly  to  the  Weller 
road.  Considerable  sandstone  outcropping  predominates.  Can  be 
cultivated,  but  is  best  adapted  to  pasturage.  Considered  with  the 
total  acreage,  the  value  is  $40  per  acre.  Considering  the  entire  492.90 
acres,  the  total  value  will  be  $37,845,  and  the  average  per  acre  $76.78. 
(Gale  $100;  Clayton  $125;  Parks  50  acres  at  $175,  65  acres  at  $30, 
137  acres  at  $200,  140  acres  at  $100,  50  acres  at  $75,  and  50  acres 
at  $30.) 

Parcel  330,  contains  311  acres,  and  includes  the  level  area  of 
Section  36  in  the  Calaveras  Valley,  and  extends  easterly  into  Section 
31.  The  portion  in  the  last  named  section  is  rough  hill  pasture, 
and  traversed  by  a  deep  ravine.  Westerly  portion  extends  well  up 
the  slope,  and  is  bounded  on  the  south  by  the  Calaveras  road.  Soil 
light  loam,  good  for  hay  and  grain;  a  large  percentage  of  tract  can 
be  cultivated,  and  the  level  area  in  the  valley  is,good,  deep,  rich  soil, 
and  worth  about  $130  per  acre,  but  taking  the  entire  area,  a  fair 
valuation  would  be  $125;  total  $38,875.  (Gale  $100,  Clayton  $200; 
Parks  131  acres  at  $200,  120  acres  at  $100,  and  60  acres  at  $150.) 

Parcel  331,  160  acres;  adjoins  the  Patton  place  on  the  north,  1826 
south  of  the  Sherman-Buick  road,  and  is  mostly  level  valley  land, 
with  some  streaks  of  gravel.  Most  of  it  can  be  classed  as  loam  land. 
Southeast  corner  hilly,  with  some  wooded  ravines.  Value  per  acre 
$125.  (Gale  $90;  Clayton  $175;  Parks  90  acres  at  $200,  60  acres  at 
$75,  and  10  acres  at  $25.) 

A-345,  Auctioneer-Bland  property;  traversed  by  Calaveras 
Creek  in  the  south  end  of  Calaveras  Valley.  Some  gravelly  creek 
bottom ;  benches  suitable  for  cultivation ;  has  been  in  vineyard  and 
orchard. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

Results,  with  reference  to  the  orchard,  seem  to  have  been  indif- 
ferent. Considerable  brush  in  the  southeast  end.  Value  $35  per  acre. 
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The  westerly  bank  of  Calaveras  Creek  is  where  those  benches 
are  located;  there  is  an  area  east  of  the  creek  up  toward  the  Carrick 
place,  that  is  fit  for  cultivation;  further  south,  going  toward  h-268, 
you  get  into  a  ravine  that  is  pretty  brushy;  there  was  a  vineyard 
on  that  part  west  of  the  creek  at  one  time.  The  remains  of  it 
are  there  yet.  There  are  some  fruit  trees  remaining  there,  and  as 
near  as  I  can  locate  them,  they  would  be  about  the  junction  of  the 
creek,  or  about  where  A-345  is  on  the  map.  There  are  benches  on 
each  side  of  the  creek.  In  most  cases  the  rise  up  to  those  benches 
is  very  steep. 

1827  C-241,  Map  18-A,   Section  33;  the  Arroyo  Honda  runs  in   a 
northerly  and  westerly  direction  through  this  section.    Several  deep 
brushy  ravines  running  into  the  creek.    The  west  side  of  creek  is  a 
jungle  of  all  kinds  of  native  brush,  sycamore,  and  some  pine  trees. 
The  bottom  of  creek  is  about  2000  feet  below  the  ridges.    A  big  slide 
traversed  the  northeasterly  quarter;  some  patches  of  fairly  good 
feed,  but  steep ;  light  soil,  with  southern  exposure,  and  will  dry  out 
early  in  the  Spring.     Some  good  springs,  and  water  all  the  year 
round  in  the  creek.     Small  portion  of  the  southwest  quarter  comes 
well  up  on  the  slope  of  Poverty  Ridge,  and  has  one  or  two  open 
glades.    The  total  section  is  very  rough  and  steep  and  brushy.    Value 
$5  per  acre.     (Gale  $6;  Clayton  and  Parks  $15.)     The  patches  of 
fairly  good  feed  are  very  limited  in  area. 

e-268,  640  acres,  Section  36;  the  northeast  quarter  extends  east 
of  Alameda  Creek,  and  has  an  area  of  about  40  acres,  being  fair  pas- 
ture. The  southeast  quarter  is  located  on  a  steep  hill  east  from  the 
Mount  Day  road  toward  Alameda  Creek;  precipitous  rocky  ledges 
predominate  in  many  places  where  timber  is  absent ;  balance  consists 
of  jungle  with  considerable  pine  trees.  The  southwest  quarter, 
formerly  the  Beverson  homestead  site,  comparatively  good  soil,  with 
some  fruit  trees  growing  around  the  house ;  has  a  southerly  exposure ; 

1828  high  up  on  the  ridge,  and  will  be  swept  by  western  gales. 

The  northwest  quarter  is  on  the  same  steep  slope  east  of  the 
Mount  Day  road  toward  Alameda  Creek.  A  few  open  glades  where 
this  quarter  separates  east  of  the  road.  $5  per  acre;  $3200.  (Gale 
$12;  Clayton  $12;  Parks  $8.) 

Questioned  by  Master. 

By  "Mount  Day  road",  I  mean  the  same  road  as  shown  on  the 
map  as  the  Oak  Ridge  road.  Alameda  Creek  is  not  shown  on  the 
map,  but  the  northeast  corner  is  across  the  creek.  The  Beverson 
one-quarter  is  on  the  southwest  corner,  and  the  Oak  Ridge  road  runs 
through  a  portion  of  it,  and  is  along  on  top  of  the  hill. 
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Referring  to  the  upper  reaches  on  the  eastern  Calaveras :  When 
a  storm  comes  up  in  that  country,  all  those  western  slopes  are  very 
exposed  and  wind-swept ;  stock  cannot  stay  on  them.  They  get  over 
on  the  north  slope  where  the  wind  does  not  hit  them  so  hard.  This 
particular  piece  is  very  high;  all  of  Sections  35  and  36  are  high,  and 
also  26 ;  the  upper  end  of  27  is  very  high  on  the  backbone  of  that 
ridge.  The  windy  condition  does  not  add  to  the  value  any,  but  de-  1829 
tracts  from  it  somewhat.  Sheltered  places  are  better  for  stock. 

p-268,  480  acres,  Section  10 ;  lies  on  highest  elevation  of  Poverty 
Ridge ;  considerable  oak  trees ;  soil  black  shale  formation,  inclined 
to  be  slaty ;  as  a  whole  very  exposed  and  wind-swept ;  elevation  3000 
feet ;  southwest  quarter  is  mostly  in  watershed  of  Penetentia  Creek. 
Northeast  quarter  extends  down  a  steep  brushy  slope  toward  La 
Honda.  Average  price  per  acre,  $8.33;  total  $4000.  I  am  valuing 
the  160  acres  and  320  acres  together  now.  The  160  acres  extend  into 
La  Honda  Creek;  very  rough  and  brushy.  Valuation  $5  an  acre. 
The  320  acres  I  valued  at  $10  an  acre.  It  makes  $8.33  for  the  section. 
(Gale  $10;  Parks  $10;  Clayton  $20.) 

p-268,  Section  4 ;  some  of  the  land  can  be  farmed ;  red,  light  soil, 
fairly  deep ;  northeast  quarter,  the  slope  toward  Arroyo  Honda  very 
steep,  rough  and  brushy;  deep  ravine  running  south.  Southwest 
quarter  fairly  good  pasturage ;  open,  not  very  steep ;  some  nice 
springs.  Southeast  quarter  contains  some  wooded  slopes,  oak  trees, 
poison  oak  and  brush.  Average  value  per  acre  $12.99;  total 
$8,361.80.  (Gale  $10;  Clayton  $20;  Parks  323  acres  at  $25,  and  320 
at  $15.)  That  section  is  reached  by  the  Marsh  Ridge  road,  and  you  183° 
can  get  a  fair  idea  of  the  section,  excepting  that  portion  extending 
into  the  Arroyo  Honda  Creek  by  going  off  a  little  to  the  side  in  sev- 
eral prominent  places.  The  Arroyo  Honda  Creek  portion  must  be 
covered.  I  went  down  into  the  section. 

r-268,  320  acres;  located  north  of  Arroyo  Honda  Creek;  trav- 
ersed by  a  big  slide.  South  portion  of  northeast  quarter  has  some 
benches  and  fairly  good  pasture ;  balance  very  steep,  but  has  south- 
ern exposure ;  light  soil,  considerable  rock  ledges  showing  above  the 
surface,  pasture  will  dry  out  early  in  the  Spring.  Altogether  very 
undesirable  tract  of  land.  $5  per  acre;  $1600.  (Gale  $10;  Clayton 
and  Parks  $15.)  The  benches  and  pasture  in  the  south  portion  of 
the  northeast  quarter  are  very  limited. 

v-268,  160  acres ;  traversed  by  Arroyo  Honda  Creek ;  it  is  steep, 
rocky  and  brushy.  An  old  homestead  appears  in  the  creek  bottom. 
Some  fruit  trees  have  been  planted.  The  trail  is  inaccessible,  except  1831 
by  saddle  horse ;  it  is  impossible  to  get  a  road  into  it,  as  a  whole  it  is 
very  undesirable.  Value  $4.50  an  acre;  $720.  There  is  a  limited 
area  along  the  creek  capable  of  cultivation.  There  are  some  places 
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where  the  creek  has  shifted  its  course,  and  left  a  little  bench.  Some- 
body lived  there  and  had  a  home  on  it.  I  think  there  are  two  or 
three  walnut  trees  in  there,  and  some  fruit  trees  planted  in  the  bed 
of  the  creek  in  the  flat  places. 

v-268,  480.24  acres,  part  of  Section  2 ;  the  southwest  quarter  is 
practically  perpendicular,  and  almost  impossible  to  traverse.  Steep, 
wooded  slope ;  where  there  is  not  wood  there  are  steep,  rocky  ledges. 
Portion  in  the  southeast  quarter,  east  of  La  Honda,  less  brushy,  but 
more  rocks. 

The  northwest  quarter  on  east  slope  of  La  Honda,  the  south- 
east corner  is  in  the  creek  bottom.  Some  benches  fairly  good  pasture 
in  some  places;  portion  in  the  northeast  quarter  mostly  in  deep  ra- 
vine ;  very  brushy  slopes ;  taken  altogether,  a  very  undesirable  traxit 
of  land.  Formerly  known  as  the  Joost  place.  Value  $2.50  per  acre ; 
$1200.50.  (Gale  $4;  Clayton  and  Parks  $6.)  The  wood  on  the  steep 
1832  slopes  is  of  no  appreciable  value. 

w-268,  160  acres;  lies  north  and  east  of  Arroyo  Honda  Creek; 
rocky,  precipitous  and  brushy.  Unless  taken  in  connection  with 
the  Weller  lands,  it  has  very  little  value.  With  those  lands,  it  has 
a  value  of  $4.50  per  acre;  total  $720.  (Gale  $5;  Parks  $10;  Clay- 
ton $15.) 

x-268,  160.72  acres ;  located  on  east  slopes  of  Black  Mountain. 
Traversed  by  a  deep  ravine  running  westerly  into  Arroyo  Honda 
Creek.  Steep  and  brushy,  with  very  limited  areas  of  open  land  on 
which  any  pasture  could  be  produced.  Very  inaccessible.  Value 
$2.50  an  acre;  total  $401.80.  (Gale  $3;  Clayton  and  Parks  $6.) 


TWENTY-EIGHTH  HEARING.        SEPTEMBER  1, 1915. 

1834  Witness :    M.  G.  CALLAGHAN,  for  Defendant. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

The  first  grade  of  pasture  land  in  my  estimate  is  the  high-grade 
pasture  land  for  fancy  stock.  The  next  grade  in  value  is  the  pasture 
land  in  connection  with  a  ranch  or  farm.  The  next  grade  is  the  high- 
class  pasture  land  which  goes  to  make  up  a  range;  then  the  lowest 
grade  is  the  rough  range  pasture  that  acquires  its  value  principally 

1835  from  the  high-grade  pasture  land  of  which  it  is  made  up,  and  in  con- 
nection with  it. 

In  comparing  the  east  and  west  sides  of  Calaveras  Valley,  it  was 
not  my  intention  to  compare  the  entire  west  side  of  the  valley  farming 
land  with  the  land  on  the  east  side  of  the  valley,  but  to  compare  the 
pasture  land  on  the  west  side  with  the  pasture  land  of  the  east  side. 
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W-268,  Map  16,  Weller  piece;  from  my  experience  I  would  say 
that  it  would  not  be  necessary  to  have  put  relays  of  horses  on  because 
the  sickle  bars  were  not  able  to  move  fast  enough  because  of  the  fact  1836 
that  the  crop  on  this  piece  had  grown  so  strong.  I  have  never  known 
such  a  condition  to  exist.  I  have  known  where  they  had  to  fork  the 
hay  back  from  the  front  of  the  swath.  I  do  not  think  Mr.  Clayton 
is  a  practical  farmer. 

The  general  use  of  the  San  Antonio  lands  is  for  pasturing,  hay 
and  grain.  They  would  run  not  to  exceed  a  ton  and  a  half  to  the  acre, 
which  would  be  with  summer-fallowing.  Summer-fallowing  does  not 
double  the  crop  after  the  year  when  the  land  has  been  allowed  to 
fallow.  The  average  price  for  hay  of  the  type  raised  in  Calaveras  for 
the  last  five  years  would  figure  about  $11.83  f.  o.  b.  cars  railroad  sta- 
tion, or  at  warehouse.  It  is  not  possible  to  grow  hay  on  these  lands  1837 
for  $4.50  a  ton.  I  have  prepared  a  table  showing  the  cost  of  raising 
hay,  and  the  average  cost  of  raising  good,  merchantable  hay  will  be 
about  $8  a  ton,  and  that  does  not  include  rent  of  the  land. 

The  items  that  make  it  up  are:  Plowing  $2  per  acre;  seed  100 
Ibs.  per  acre,  at  $1.50;  sowing  seed  per  acre  15  cents;  harrowing  per 
acre  50  cents ;  rolling  per  acre  25  cents ;  mowing,  raking,  bunching  and 
stacking  per  acre  $1.75 ;  baling  estimated  at  iy2  tons  per  acre,  $2.50 ; 
delivering  to  the  warehouse,  3  mile  haul  2  trips  per  day,  4  tons  to  the 
load,  8  tons  altogether,  a  man  a  four-horse  team  and  wagon  $6  per 
day ;  that  would  be  75  cents  per  ton ;  iy2  tons  per  acre  $1.10 ;  insur- 
ance 16  cents  per  ton;  li/o  tons  25  cents.  Repairs  on  machinery  and 
harness,  horseshoeing,  new  machinery  purchased  per  acre  will  run 
$2.00.  Total  cost  per  acre  $12 ;  that  is  1%  tons  per  acre ;  average  cost 
would  be  $8  per  ton.  I  allowed  $2  per  ton  to  haul  from  Calaveras 
Valley  to  Milpitas,  and  in  my  opinion,  that  is  correct.  It  is  not  pos- 
sible to  do  away  with  harrowing  to  raise  a  first-class,  merchantable  1838 
article  of  hay.  $11.83  a  ton  is  a  first-class,  merchantable  article.  There 
are  three  crops  of  hay;  choice,  No.  1,  and  good  hay.  Take  the  average 
of  the  three  prices  and  you  get  the  average  price  of  hay.  The  farmer 
would  have  to  get  his  pay  for  his  time  in  the  remainder  left  over  after 
his  expenses  were  paid.  I  did  not  include  taxes  in  my  incidentals,  nor 
interest  on  the  farming  equipment  in  computing  the  average  cost  of 
raising  hay.  It  is  not  possible  to  sow  60  to  70  acres  a  day  on  hill  land 
with  two  horses,  a  man,  and  the  farmer.  (Refer  pages  1137  and  1138  1839 
transcript.)  It  would  not  be  possible  to  harrow  thirty  acres  a  day 
with  a  four-horse  harrow  working  ten  hours. 

There  are  210  wires  in  a  bundle,  and  it  takes  5  wires  to  a  bale.  9 
bales  generally  make  a  ton.  That  would  figure  out  45  wires  to  a  ton 
of  hay,  and  8  times  45  would  be  360  wires. 

My  average  price  on  the  grazing  land  east  of  Calaveras  is  $9.30 
per  acre,  and  in  my  opinion  that  is  a  high  price,  and  I  would  not 
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place  that  price  upon  those  lands  except  in  connection  with  the  valley 
lands.  It  is  very  doubtful  if  the  Pleasanton  land  as  a  whole  could  be 
sold  within  a  reasonable  time  for  the  figures  that  I  have  placed  upon 
the  parcels.  To  sell  them  at  that  figure  they  would  have  to  be  sold  in 
any  kind  of  a  subdivision  that  the  purchaser  might  want,  and  would 
1840  take  not  less  than  five  years.  I  think  that  a  prospective  purchaser 
would  be  entitled  to  some  reduction  from  the  total  of  my  figures  if  he 
purchased  the  entire  tract  outright  as  it  stands,  and  I  think  it  would 
be  between  15  and  25  percent  off  the  total  value  I  placed  on  those 
lands  if  they  were  to  be  sold  within  a  year  or  a  year  and  a  half. 

Sunol  drainage,  Map  12,  parcel  228:  198.94  acres,  part  of  plot 
54,  Rancho  Ex  Mission  San  Jose;  high  tilled  land,  without  frontage 
on  the  county  road,  but  with  considerable  frontage  on  Alameda  Creek, 
the  banks  of  which  are  very  high,  steep  and  densely  wooded;  tops  of 
hills  could  be  tilled,  but  inaccessible.  $35  per  acre;  $6,962.90.  (Gale 
$60;  Schween  $65.) 

Questioned  by  the  Master. 

•\oA-t  The  junction  of  Laguna  Creek  and  Alameda  Creek  contains  some 

level  land,  and  I  understand  that  all  of  that  land  was  in  the  Hadsell 
piece. 

(The  Master  here  called  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  map  does 
not  show  that  the  blue  boundary  runs  up  there,  and  that  that  portion 
had  been  left  out,  and  the  description  that  the  witness  gives  applies 
to  the  portion  that  extends  from  the  westerly  corner  of  A-268  down- 
stream, and  owing  to  this  fact,  he  thought  it  might  modify  the  wit- 
ness' acreage  value  of  parcel  228  if  it  is  superior  land.) 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

I  did  include  this  portion  in  the  Hadsell  place  in  my  valuation. 
I  never  understood  that  that  parcel  of  land  extended  in  to  the  junction 
of  the  creek  ;  the  fence  follows  that  ravine  down  into  the  creek  on  the 
south  boundary  line  of  the  tract  ;  all  east  of  the  creek  and  north  of  it 
I  appraised  in  the  Hadsell  place,  L-239,  and  I  believe  that  my  valua- 


1842          on  °       **  w^  cover  that  creek  bottom  as  well  as  the  hills. 

Parcel  228  ;  rather  steep  on  easterly  side,  sloping  down  from  top 
of  the  hill  in  toward  the  creek  ;  also  slopes  to  the  northwest,  and  down 
toward  the  main  creek  going  down  Niles  Canyon  ;  it  slopes  into  Niles 
Canyon,  and  into  the  filter  galleries  and  into  Sunol  dam.  A  portion 
on  top  of  the  hill  can  be  cultivated.  It  is  brushy  on  those  slopes. 

b-239,  20.32  acre  piece,  south  of  the  Nusbaumer  piece,  also  5.82 
acres,  total  26.14  acres  on  Laguna  Creek  between  Sunol  and  Pleasan- 
ton; value  $150  per  acre;  total  $3,921.  (Gale  $100;  Schween  $75.) 

w-239,  4.15  acres;  small  tract  on  Laguna  Creek  between  Sunol 
and  Pleasanton;  useful  for  pipe  line  right  of  way;  partially  tillable 
and  suitable  for  truck  gardening.  $150  per  acre,  total  $622.50.  (Gale 
and  Schween  $350  an  acre.) 
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I  based  my  value  on  the  fact  that  the  land  could  be  used  for  truck 
gardening,  or  sold  for  a  home  site.    It  is  not  in  the  same  class  as  the       1843 
Pleasanton  lands,  because  a  railroad  is  running  through  it  and  it  is 
cut  up.    I  valued  b-239  on  practically  the  same  basis. 

F-239,  9.81  acres;  bench  land  on  the  southern  bank  of  Alameda 
Creek;  remains  of  old  orchard  on  the  place.  Inclined  to  be  steep  in 
southerly  portion ;  portion  next  to  creek  with  the  old  orchard  on  it  is 
not  very  steep,  but  inclined  to  be  level.  Where  it  runs  up  the  hill  it 
becomes  steep.  $35  per  acre;  $343.35.  (Gale  and  Schween  $75.) 

G-239,  22.25  acres;  lies  along  Laguna  Creek,  somewhat  broken  up 
by  the  creek.  Half  is  good  bottom  land  and  suitable  for  truck  gard- 
ening; balance  waste  land  of  no  agricultural  value.  This  is  toward 
the  westerly  portion  of  the  tract.  $150  per  acre;  $3,337.50.  (Gale 
$250,  Sehween  $300.) 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

There  must  be  at  least  two  or  three  acres  of  the  westerly  portion 
that  is  not  possible  to  be  cultivated. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

I  did  not  mean  that  the  remaining  half  of  the  parcel  is  of  no       1844 
value,  but  meant  that  there  are  areas  of  good  truck  gardening  land 
in  it,  and  the  other  was  not  so  good  as  that  portion;  then  where  the 
trees  grew  on  the  westerly  portion  along  the  creek  they  interfered 
with  the  cultivation  of  the  tract. 

H-239,  1172.16  acres;  northwest  of  the  town  of  Sunol,  and  ad- 
jacent thereto,  and  has  considerable  frontage  on  Niles  Canyon.  It  has 
a  succession  of  hills  getting  higher  toward  the  north,  with  some  ridges 
that  can  be  tilled,  but  better  adapted  to  pasturage.  Immediately  west 
of  Sunol,  coming  towards  Niles,  the  tract  approaches  the  county  road 
on  the  north  side ;  it  is  light  soil ;  could  be  cultivated.  It  rises  higher 
to  a  ridge  about  opposite  the  Sunol  dam,  and  another  portion  in  the 
southwesterly  portion  of  the  tract,  down  towards  Brightside,  could  be 
cultivated.  Mr.  Apperson  raised  some  hay  there  two  years  ago.  The 
balance  is  fairly  open  on  a  high  ridge.  It  could  be  cultivated,  but  it 
would  be  very  difficult  to  get  machinery  up  there,  or  get  the  crop 
down,  on  account  of  the  steepness  of  the  tract.  $30  per  acre;  $35,- 
164.80.  (Gale  $60,  Schween  $55.)  On  that  entire  frontage  on  the 
southerly  side,  running  up  to  the  hill  top.  I  would  place  a  value  of 
$75  an  acre.  That  would  probably  include  150  acres. 

1-239,  .53  of  an  acre ;  on  Laguna  Creek,  between  Sunol  and  Pleas-       1845 
anton ;  J-239,  .40  of  an  acre ;  and  K-239,  .36  of  an  acre.     I  placed  a 
valuation  of  $100  an  acre  on  all  three  of  them,  a  total  of  $129. 

L-239,  plot  1  of  the  Rancho  Valle  de  San  Jose,  2,317.59  acres; 
consists  of  the  Charley  Hadsell  place  at  Sunol,  on  which  is  now  lo- 
cated the  Water  Temple  and  filter  galleries;  also  the  intake  of  the 
Sunol  dam.  97  acres  in  the  vicinity  of  Water  Temple  planted  to  wal- 
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nut  trees,  but  not  in  very  good  condition ;  about  forty  percent  of  the 
trees  are  affected  with  dry  rot.  The  soil  in  the  areas  of  the  plot  which 
are  level  consist  of  a  gravelly  loam,  with  some  streaks  of  gravel  through 
it.  Not  generally  adapted  to  hay  and  grain  crops.  Vegetables  and 
alfalfa  have  been  tried,  but  seem  to  have  proved  a  failure,  as  their 
cultivation  has  been  abandoned.  1,020  acres  in  this  area  consists  of 
rolling  hills  which  can  be  cultivated  to  grain  and  hay,  but  will  not 
produce  a  crop  without  summer-fallowing.  The  soil  is  light  red, 
gravelly,  resting  at  a  shallow  depth  on  a  red,  gravelly  sub-soil;  will 
yield  from  one  to  one  and  a  half  tons  per  acre. 

150  acres  consists  of  gravel  creek  bottom,  located  in  the  Alameda 
and  Laguna  Creeks.  The  rolling  hills  are  very  badly  broken  up  with 
arroyos  and  creek  beds,  and  about  500  acres  in  these  places  are  fit  only 
for  pasturage.  The  segregation  of  the  tract  will  figure  in  acres  as 
follows : 

97  acres  walnuts  at  $350  per  acre; 

1846  55°  acres  gravelly  loam  at  $200  per  acre ; 
1020  acres  rolling  hills  at  $40  per  acre ; 
500.59  acres  pasture  at  $30  per  acre; 
150  acres  creek  gravel  at  $50  per  acre ; 
Total  value,  $207,267.70. 

Considering  this  tract  as  a  whole,  it  has  an  average  value  of 
$89.43.  (Gale  $150;  Schween  $155.) 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  include  the  portion  west  of  Laguna  Creek  in  the  150  acres  creek 
gravel. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

N-239 ;  this  is  a  portion  that  is  in  the  Sunol  drainage,  and  is  the 
northerly  portion.  437.06  acres;  has  a  low  rolling  hill;  soil  reddish 
clay  mixed  with  gravel  of  fair  fertility  and  all  tillable.  It  is  used  for 
raising  hay  and  grain  only,  and  is  usually  summer-fallowed  every 
other  year.  Taken  as  a  whole  this  plot  is  worth  $50  an  acre.  Total 
$21,853.  (Gale  $60;  Schween  $55.) 

Parcel  244,  110  acres ;  Rancho  El  Valle  de  San  Jose,  on  west  bank 
of  Alameda  Creek,  with  frontage  on  Mission  Pass  road,  about  40  acres 
of  good  level  flat  land  next  to  the  road,  and  about  same  acreage  of  low 
rolling  hills.  Balance  on  rear  of  ranch  rough  hill  pasture.  $75  per 
acre,  $8,250.  (Gale  $200;  Schween  $175.)  The  low  rolling  hills  are 

1847  not  very  steep,  and  in  using  the  words  "low  rolling  hills",  I  use  them 
so  as  to  call  to  my  mind  the  fact  that  there  was  some  land  of  a  higher 
elevation  on  the  northerly  portion  of  the  tract  than  on  the  level  area 
next  to  the  Mission  Pass  road.     The  balance  in  the  rear  runs  into  a 
little  ravine  that  runs  down  from  the  Romaguiere  place.     The  ravine 
empties  into  Alameda  Creek  at  that  point.    Some  portions  there  are 
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fit  for  pasturage  only.    There  is  not  very  much  of  this  rougher  back 
country,  and  probably  40  to  50  acres  of  low  rolling  hills,  which  are  a 
medium  grade  of  agricultural  property.    This  land  is  adapted  to  hay    ' 
and  grain. 

Parcel  252,  contains  .60  of  an  acre,  in  Laguna  Creek,  between 
Sunol  and  Pleasanton.  $150  an  acre,  $90.  (Spring  Valley  witnesses 
valued  it  at  $100  as  a  total.) 

Parcel  261,  15.25  acres;  situated  on  west  side  of  Arroyo  De  La- 
guna Creek,  east  of  the  road  leading  from  Mrs.  P.  A.  Hearst's  place 
to  Sunol,  and  adjoining  the  Nusbaumer  ranch.  Has  deep  loam  soil, 
and  fertile,  but  considerable  area  in  the  creek  is  waste  land,  and  can- 
not be  put  to  any  use.  $250  per  acre,  $3,050.  '  (Gale  $300;  Schween  1848 
$250.) 

Parcel  262 ;  along  Laguna  Creek  between  Sunol  and  Pleasanton, 
4.25  acres.  Value  $150  per  acre,  $637.50.  (Gale  $200 ;  Schween  $200.) 

Parcel  267,  175.04  acres;  Blake  place.  It  has  10  or  12  acres  of 
bench  land  on  south  bank  of  Alameda  Creek,  which  is  in  fruit  and 
almonds.  On  the  south  of  the  bench  land  are  extremely  steep,  heavily 
wooded  slopes,  running  up  to  the  top  of  very  high  hills,  with  a  limited 
area  of  tillable  land  on  the  top.  Very  inaccessible.  Was  for  sale  in 
1905  for  $3000.  Value  $35  per  acre,  $6,126.40.  (Gale  $75;  Schween 
$70.) 

A-268,  256.90  acres ;  portion  of  plot  54,  Rancho  El  Valle  de  San 
Jose.  All  rolling  hill  land,  except  10  acres  of  gravel  along  the  creek 
bottom,  computed  by  planimeter,  and  without  frontage  on  any  county 
road.  It  is  known  as  Romaguiere  place.  There  are  about  40  acres  of 
vineyard  in  three  separate  pieces ;  about  100  acres  that  can  be  farmed 
for  hay  and  grain,  and  balance  rough  pasture  land  on  slopes  of  ravine. 
The  soil  is  reddish  clay  loam,  with  considerable  admixture  of  shale. 
Ranch  as  a  whole  is  not  very  desirable.  $55  per  acre,  $14,129.50. 
(Gale  $125;  Schween  $100.) 

B-268,  250.78  acres;  plots  52  and  lot  E,  Rancho  Ex  Mission  San 
Jose.  Has  a  frontage  on  Mission  Pass  road,  with  about  one-third  of 
area  flat  land  next  to  road,  which  seems  to  be  a  clay  adobe.  The  bal- 
ance on  the  north  end  is  low  rolling  hill  land,  with  some  wooded  pas- 
ture in  ravine  running  westerly  through  the  northerly  end  of  ranch;  l°4i> 
soil  on  hills  reddish  clay  loam,  with  considerable  shale.  $75  per  acre, 
$18,808.50.  (Gale  $150;  Schween  $150.)  It  is  a  fairly  good  hay  and 
grain  ranch,  but  as  to  how  much  of  the  land  is  in  the  hills,  that  would 
be  a  guess.  Going  back  to  that  ravine  that  runs  westerly  up  toward 
the  top  of  the  hill,  there  are  probably  50  or  60  acres  of  land  up  in  that 
ravine  that  is  pasture  land.  This  parcel  B-268  is  better  than  any  of 
the  San  Antonio  hay  and  grain  land  because  it  produces  a  better  crop, 
and  it  would  be  easier  hauling  the  crop  off  to  the  warehouses  or  to 
the  cars  than  from  the  San  Antonio  Valley.  The  soil  is  better. 
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Parcel  290,  lots  49,  50  and  53,  of  the  Bernal  portion  of  the  Rancho 
El  Valle  de  San  Jose;  known  as  the  Nusbaumer  place,  and  is  on  the 
slope  of  the  Buchiler  hills,  near  the  south  boundary ;  some  flat  land  on 
both  sides  of  creek ;  has  been  used  for  orchard.  From  creek  northerly 
the  property  runs  to  top  of  very  high  hill,  with  open  ridges  and  heavily 
wooded  ravine.  Owing  to  its  sheltered  position  with  southern  exposure, 
and  picturesque  appearance,  this  land  has  a  value  other  than  for  farrn- 

1850  ing  purposes,  and  is  valued  accordingly.     $80  per  acre,  $52,178.40. 
(Gale  and  Schween  $100  per  acre.)     Some  very  good,  level,  flat  land 
along  the  creek.    Not  a  very  large  area,  but  it  is  good,  rich  land  along 
the  creek  bottom,  and  along  the  road  that  runs  down  in  there,  and 
around  the  house  and  barn  where  there  is  some  very  good  land. 
The  other  land  rises  up  westerly  at  quite  a  pitch  toward  the  hills  on 
the  west,  and  occasionally  a  bench  appears  there.    It  is  well  protected 
from  the  west  winds.     I  did  not  appraise  it  as  to  the  land  along  the 
creek  and  on  the  hills,  because  I  did  not  propose  selling  off  the  front- 
age of  that  place,  and  cutting  off  access  to  the  balance  of  the  ranch. 
I  will  prepare  a  valuation  on  the  frontage. 

1851  Map  11,  parcel  225;  there  are  five  parcels  of  them  here.     The 
12.5773  acres,  which  is  the  first  four  mentioned,  I  placed  a  valuation 
of  $750  an  acre  on,  and  the  larger  acreage  of  56.99  acres  I  valued  at 
$100  an  acre ;  that  is  in  the  bed  of  Alameda  Creek.    Referring  to  the 
first  one,  comprising  the  four  pieces  nearest  to  the  town  of  Niles,  I 
valued  those  at  $750  an  acre  as  town  sites;  they  are  the  remains  of  a 
subdivision  unsold  there,  and  while  they  are  scattered  and  not  con- 
nected with  each  other,  I  placed  a  lump  sum  valuation  on  the  entire 
acreage  of  $750  an  acre,  and  I  think  they  could  be  sold  for  that  price. 

In  the  57  acre  tract,  I  have  considered  one  tract  225,  and  tracts 
231,  232  and  235,  valued  at  $100;  that  is  the  portion  in  yellow  ex- 
tending up  the  creek  to  the  green,  and  I  placed  a  valuation  on  that  of 
$100.  I  considered  its  chief  value  would  be  the  possibility  of  develop- 
ing it  into  a  commercial  gravel  pit,  but  the  value  is  not  great  for  this 
purpose,  on  account  of  the  shallowness  to  bed-rock.  The  balance  of 

1852  ^is  land  was  for  town  sites. 

Parcel  229,  0.371  acres,  valued  at  $100  an  acre.  (Gale  $250  as  a 
whole.) 

Parcel  237,  10.65  acres;  a  strip  of  land  lying  east  of  Elsworth 
orchard,  near  Niles,  and  commencing  near  the  Niles  screen  tank.  It 
is  the  base  of  the  slope  of  a  hill,  and  is  steep,  with  some  brush  on  it 
in  places.  Can  be  used  for  cultivation  of  early  vegetables,  and  for  this 
purpose  and  other  advantages,  it  is  worth  $100  per  acre,  $1,065.  (Gale 
$200;  Schween  $225.) 

A-239,  73.32  acres;  located  near  Fernbrook,  and  traversed  by 
Alameda  Creek.  Portion  outside  of  creek  bottom  is  very  steep  and 
brushy.  Small  areas  tillable,  but  for  the  most  part  only  suitable  for 
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pasturage.    $35  per  acre.     (Gale  $500;  Schween  $750  for  portion  out- 
side of  the  creek.) 

B-239,  263.56  acres;  located  on  both  sides  of  Alameda  Creek,  and 
as  a  whole  is  very  steep,  broken,  brushy  pasture  land.  Best  adapted 
for  pasturage,  with  some  bench  orchard  land,  and  some  area  on  top 
of  ridge  suitable  for  cultivation.  $35  per  acre,  $9,224.60.  (Gale 
$3,000;  Schween  $3,500  for  the  total  outside  the  creek  bottom.) 

C-239,  109  acres;  located  on  the  slope,  and  on  the  tops  of  high 
hills  south  from  Brightside  on  Alameda  Creek,  west  of  Sunol.  Very 
steep  and  covered  with  dense  brush,  and  some  live  oak  trees.  No  way  1853 
of  getting  access  to  this  tract,  except  in  the  northwest  corner.  $10 
per  acre,  $1090.  (Gale  $20  an  acre,  and  Schween  $2000  for  the  whole 
piece  outside  of  the  creek  bed.) 

D-239,  14.26  acres;  steep  brushy  sidehill.  Land  of  small  value; 
some  bench  land  suitable  for  orchard.  $35  per  acre,  $499.10.  (Gale 
$500  for  entire  piece;  and  Schween  $25  per  acre.)  It  is  of  a  similar 
type  of  land  to  land  lying  along  Alameda  Creek  from  Sunol  to  Niles ; 
there  are  some  level  flat  places  along  the  creek,  like  at  Brightside  and 
west  of  Brightside,  before  you  come  to  the  Western  Pacific  tunnel, 
but  the  balance  of  the  land  rises  up  abruptly,  and  is  covered  with 
dense  brush. 

E-239,  29.99  acres;  on  Alameda  Creek  between  Niles  and  Sunol, 
and  opposite  Brightside.  Some  bench  land  suitable  for  orchard  run- 
ning up  on  the  south,  on  to  a  steep  brushy  hill.  $35  per  acre,  $1,049.65. 
(Gale,  outside  of  creek  bed,  total  $500;  Schween  $720.)  All  of  my 
valuations  include  the  creek  bed,  include  everything  that  was  there. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

Except  stretches. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  STEINHART. 

Parcel  224 ;  there  are  two  acreages ;  0.25  acres,  and  39.415,  total 
39.665  acres.  These  tracts  lie  in  Alameda  Creek  between  Niles  and 
Sunol.  Value  $100  per  acre,  $3,966.50.  (No  value  by  Spring  Valley.) 

Parcel  233,  2.78  acres;  narrow  strip  in  Alameda  Creek,  between       1354. 
Niles  and  Sunol.    $100  per  acre,  total  $278. 

Parcel  263,  6.87  acres ;  long  narrow  strip  in  Alameda  Creek.  Only 
value  would  be  for  commerical  gravel  pit.  $100  per  acre.  Total  $687. 

Referring  to  numbers  234,  232,  and  263 ;  I  placed  a  valuation 
there  for  the  purpose  it  could  be  used  for  in  connection  with  the  other 
lands  surrounding  them;  they  form  a  part  of  the  creek.  The  owner- 
ship of  the  balance  of  the  property  if  they  were  not  there,  would  be 
depreciated  on  account  of  being  prevented  from  getting  access  to  the 
creek  and  to  the  water. 

List  introduced  and  admitted  as  "Defendant's  Exhibit  42". 

263  has  a  value  for  a  commercial  gravel  pit  in  there  above  Niles, 
and  the  others  along  the  creek,  referring  to  the  four  parcels  of  land 
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just  mentioned,  will  be  necessary  for  the  use  of  the  adjoining  banks 

1855  of  the  creeks  and  the  land  surrounding  them,  as  to  accessibility. 

CROSS   EXAMINATION   BY   MR.    MCCUTCHEN. 

The  lands  surrounding  them  belong  to  the  Spring  Valley  Water 
Co.  I  do  not  draw  any  distinction  between  the  lands  in  San  Antonio 
and  in  Calaveras  that  are  adapted  to  and  suitable  for  the  raising  of  hay. 
I  said  the  best  results  in  producing  hay  on  the  San  Antonio  lands 
would  be  with  summer-fallowing,  and  with  summer-fallowing,  a  crop 
of  from  one  ton  to  a  ton  and  a  half  an  acre  per  season  would  be  re- 
covered. Without  summer-fallowing  it  would  be  less  than  a  ton.  It 
is  my  opinion  that  the  only  way  to  farm  that  land  would  be  to  sum- 
mer-fallow it,  and  averaging  over  the  entire  farming  area,  if  you  did 
that,  you  could  recover  from  it  from  a  ton  to  a  ton  and  a  half  each 
time  it  was  harvested.  I  have  not  figured  out  the  average  value  placed 
by  me  upon  these  lands  available  for  hay  growing,  but  I  think  my 

1856  highest  value  on  any  lands  in  the  San  Antonio  is  $50  an  acre  on  the 
Whitman-Neusbaumer  place. 

Those  lands  are  best  adapted  to  growing  hay,  and  that  would  be 
their  market  value  for  that  purpose.  As  to  whether  it  would  be  more 
valuable  for  hay  or  grain,  that  would  be  a  matter  to  be  determined 
by  the  farmer  himself,  in  looking  at  the  stand  he  had  on  the  ground 
at  the  proper  season  of  the  year.  When  I  speak  of  hay  land,  I  mean 
land  on  which  either  hay  or  grain  might  be  grown,  and  I  have  in- 
cluded in  that  all  of  the  hill  lands  that  could  be  cultivated,  leaving 
the  farmer  to  use  his  own  judgment  in  regard  to  which  crop  he  would 
decide  to  harvest  in  any  given  year.  The  land  would  have  more 
value  for  hay  in  some  cases,  and  more  value  for  grain  in  others,  but 

1857  that  would  depend  upon  the  prices  realized  for  either  of  the  different 
crops  at  that  time,  and  to  a  certain  extent  would  depend  upon  seasonal 
advantages. 

The  average  value  of  these  hay  lands  is  between  $30  and  $50.  I 
would  not  advise  a  farmer  to  buy  these  Calaveras  lands  to  grow  hay 
upon.  I  would  advise  buying  some  of  the  San  Antonio  lands,  and  I 
think  a  farmer  could,  on  the  northerly  portion  of  the  Nusbaumer  tract, 
pay  $50  an  acre  for  it  and  make  it  pay.  That  tract  would  produce  a 
very  good  crop — two  tons  to  the  acre  or  better — there  of  either  hay  or 
grain.  When  I  described  the  land,  I  said  that  an  average  crop  on  the 

1858  entire  farming  lands  in  San  Antonio  Valley  is  a  ton  and  a  half  to  the 
acre;  some  portions  will  produce  more.    I  did  not  figure  up  the  aver- 
age price  on  the  hay  and  grain  lands  in  San  Antonio. 

Referring  to  Calaveras,  those  lands  should  be  used  in  connection 
with  that  range  adjoining  them.  I  certainly  do  regard  those  lands  as 
having  value  for  hay  producing  purposes.  In  connection  with  the 
range  for  the  purpose  of  raising  feed  to  top  off  a  bunch  of  steers  with, 
or  to  feed  in  a  hard  winter,  when  a  dry  winter  would  come  along; 
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that  would  be  the  highest  use  of  the  Calaveras  lands,  in  my  estima- 
tion. The  farmer  could  afford  to  buy  these  hill  lands,  apart  from  the 
valley  lands,  but  these  hill  lands  and  the  valley  lands  taken  together 
would  have,  in  my  opinion,  the  highest  value.  The  farmer  who  owned 
only  these  hill  lands,  and  no  part  of  the  valley,  would  pasture  those 
hill  lands  with  cattle,  but  his  returns  would  not  be  so  great  as  if  he  1859 
owned  the  valley  land.  You  could  not  afford  to  pay  more  than  20 
cents  an  acre  rental  value  for  these  pasture  lands,  and  that  would 
make  the  land  worth  about  $9.37. 

(The  witness  advised  that  he  misunderstood  Counsel's  question, 
and  thought  that  he  was  talking  about  the  pasture  lands,  instead  of 
the  hill  lands.) 

There  are  a  few  ranges  among  those  hill  lands  that  a  farmer  could 
afford  to  buy  and  carry  on  farming  operations  upon  without  own-  1860 
ing  any  of  the  valley  land.  Namely,  the  Brandt-Hansen  place  at  $35. 
He  would  farm  what  was  good  for  farming  purposes — I  could  not  ex- 
actly tell  you  how  much  in  acres — and  have  a  bunch  of  stock  to  feed 
in  the  pasture  areas.  He  would  summer-fallow  it  and  grow  hay  or 
grain.  There  are  areas  that  could  be  summer-fallowed  that  would 
produce  two  tons  to  the  acre,  but  what  it  would  produce  on  the  average 
would  depend  a  good  deal  on  the  farmer.  In  valuing  it,  I  assumed 
that  he  would  farm  it  to  hay  or  grain,  and  pasture  what  pasturage 
there  is,  probably  half  of  it.  Approximately  100  acres  could  be 
farmed.  If  he  got  two  tons  of  hay  to  the  acre  from  150  acres,  he  1861 
would  get  300  tons  of  hay.  If  that  land  was  farmed  in  the  proper 
manner  by  a  good  farmer,  it  would  take  some  years  to  bring  it  to  the 
farming  standpoint  I  have  in  mind,  he  could  get  two  tons  of  hay  to 
the  acre  in  alternate  years.  I  endeavored  to  give  the  impression  that 
there  wrere  areas  on  that  tract  that  were  very  poor  land. 

The  witness  referred  to  his  notes  in  regard  to  that  land,  and  read 
as  follows:  "It  is  traversed  by  Calaveras  road.  That  portion  lying 
south  of  the  above  road,  and  west  of  the  Grant  line,  is  in  the  water- 
shed draining  toward  Milpitas.  The  area  along  top  of  ridge  is  light, 
decomposed  sandstone,  with  several  sandstone  ledges  outcropping. 
Large  piles  of  rock  have  been  collected  and  used  for  stone  fences  in 
an  endeavor  to  clear  the  land  for  cultivation.  The  portion  lying  in  the  1862 
slope  toward  Calaveras  Valley  is  better  soil,  and  is  cultivated  for  hay 
and  grain ;  taken  as  a  whole,  the  value  is  $35  per  acre. ' ' 

I  said  that  the  Brandt-Hansen  land  was  not  as  good  as  the  Han- 
sen  land  on  the  slopes  towards  Milpitas.  I  'do  not  say  that  the  land 
that  will  produce  two  tons  of  hay  to  the  acre,  properly  tilled,  is  only 
worth  $35  an  acre.  The  100  acres  of  the  Brandt-Hansen  land  which 
will  produce  two  tons  of  hay  to  the  acre  ought  to  be  worth  about  $45 
an  acre.  There  are  several  places  in  Santa  Clara  County  where  you  1863 
can  buy  land  at  $35  or  $45  an  acre  that  will  produce  that  under  proper 
tillage.  For  instance,  the  Bolinger  ranch.  I  know  this  ranch  fairly 
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well,  and  I  compare  some  areas  of  the  Brandt-Hansen  property  to  it. 
All  that  acreage  along  the  road  next  to  the  Priesker  place  in  the 
Bolinger  ranch,  you  do  not  have  to  gulch  hay,  and  you  can  buy  the 
whole  tract  for  $35  an  acre.  Mr.  Rea,  in  San  Jose,  told  me,  I  think, 
in  the  month  of  June,  that  he  would  sell  it  for  $35  an  acre.  I  think 
that  the  average  of  that  land  is  to  be  compared  to  the  Brandt-Hansen 
land,  and  I  would  be  willing  to  stack  my  reputation  as  a  farmer  on 

1864  that. 

I  can  show  you  on  my  township  map  a  place  8  miles  east  of  Liver- 
more,  on  the  Patterson  Pass  road,  bought  from  the  Leland  Stanford 
University  trustees,  in  October,  1914,  for  $32.50  per  acre. 

I  am  a  real  estate  man  of  some  experience,  and  keep  track  of  the 

1 865  real  estate  market,  and  I  will  cite  you  the  Goad  ranch  that  was  bought 
by  Vieux;  he  had  it  in  barley  this  year,  and  cut  hay  up  there,  and  I 
believe  that  under  the  proper  cultivation  the  man  is  producing  two 
tons  of  hay  to  the  acre  on  that  land.    It  is  located  out  from  Niles,  and 
is  very  close  to  all  of  these  parcels  owned  by  the  Spring  Valley  "Water 
Co.,  the  Romaguiere  place,  and  the  Mendoza  place.    You  get  to  it  from 
the  Mission  Pass  road,  and  it  is  about  4  or  5  miles  from  Irvington,  the 
railroad  station  for  that  land.    It  was  owned  by  the  estate  of  W.  F. 
Goad,  and  I  was  on  it  about  a  month  ago,  and  have  been  on  it  several 
times.    A  month  ago  that  portion  lying  west  of  the  county  road  was  in 
barley,  and  I  think  from  my  knowledge  of  the  land  that  that  land 

1866  could  be  made  to  produce  two  tons  to  the  acre. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  never  did  see  a  crop  produced,  but  from  my  knowledge  of  the 
land,  the  type  of  soil,  and  everything,  I  know  that  that  would  produce 
a  crop  of  that  kind  if  it  was  well  farmed. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 

It  is  a  kind  of  a  clay  adobe  soil,  and  I  would  regard  it  as  rather 
fine  soil ;  they  have  some  corn  and  some  vegetables  growing  up  there. 
The  soil  is  better  than  the  Brandt-Hansen  property  soil.  I  do  not 
think  it  will  produce  more  than  two  tons  to  the  acre,  but  on  100  acres 
of  the  Brandt-Hansen  land,  under  good  farmerlike  management,  you 

1867  can  produce  two  tons  to  the  acre.    It  might  produce  more  under  good 
management,  more  diversified  crop ;  one  farmer  might  take  off  the  land 
more  than  another  would  by  proper  mangement ;  a  man  might  diver- 
sify his  crops  on  that  Vieux  place  and  get  better  results  than  the  same 
man  farming  on  the  Brandt-Hansen  property.    Vieux  bought  that  on 
March  31,  1908,  for  $30  an  acre,  280  acres.     Half  of  it  was  tillable, 
and  the  rest  of  it  was  good  pasture  land,  as  the  pasture  land  in  these 
hills  is  fairly  good  pasture  land ;  it  is  not  very  brushy,  has  fair  depth 
of  soil,  and  produces  a  fair  quality  of  feed.     I  do  not  think  any  of 
that  land  has  been  cleared  since  it  was  sold  in  1908. 

1868  The  man  who  buys  the  Brandt-Hansen  land  at  $45  an  acre,  and 
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\vill  put  100  acres  in  hay  and  take  it  to  market,  would  get  $11.83  per  ton 
for  it.  In  this  figure  I  did  not  include  any  taxes,  but  took  this  on  the 
basis  of  valuing  land  at  $50  an  acre.  I  found  that  an  ordinary  farmer, 
farming  for  hay  on  land  of  that  type,  could  raise  about  300  tons  of 
hay  a  year,  which  would  be  an  average  crop  for  a  successful  farmer. 
I  took,  at  the  cost  of  the  land  at  $50  an  acre,  that  it  would  take  200 
acres  of  land  to  raise  300  tons  of  hay  at  1^  tons  to  the  acre ;  200  acres 
of  land  at  $50  an  acre  I  called  $10,000,  and  I  took  taxes  on  50%,  and 
then  I  added  farming  equipment  value  at  $2500 ;  now  a  farmer  farm- 
ing on  a  scale  large  enough  to  raise  300  tons  of  hay,  his  equipment 
having  cost  him  $2500,  it  would  make  a  total  investment  of  $12,500. 
I  figure  that  he  would  get  off  with  about  50%  of  that  in  taxes,  and  I 
took  $1.50  per  hundred  as  the  average  tax  rate  on  farming  property, 
and  that  he  would  be  assessed  at  $6,250  as  the  value  of  his  land  and 
equipment,  and  that  would  make  $93.75.  I  did  not  figure  any  tax  1869 
on  the  hay,  as  there  is  no  tax  on  the  hay  crop  to  the  farmer.  It  is  cut 
in  the  months  of  April  and  May,  and  it  is  marketed,  and  when  I  said 
I  had  not  included  anything  for  taxes,  I  meant  taxes  on  the  land.  In 
taking  out  the  expenses  and  figuring  the  taxes  and  interest  on  his  in- 
vestment, it  shows  the  balance  that  he  would  have  had  at  the  end  of 
the  year.  It  is  impossible  to  adjust  taxes  to  my  cost  per  ton  of  hay, 
as  the  farmer  does  not  pay  taxes  on  hay.  $11.83  was  the  average  price  1870 
for  hay  delivered  at  the  point  of  shipment  during  the  past  five  years, 
and  for  the  previous  five  years  before  that  it  was  less,  because  the  last 
five  years  have  contained  two  of  the  highest  prices  that  we  have  ever 
had  for  hay.  I  will  take  the  $11.83  as  the  fair  average  of  hay.  The 
farmer  who  got  300  tons  from  200  acres  would  get  $17.74  for  a  ton 
and  a  half.  The  cost  of  producing  1^/2  tons  on  an  acre  of  land  would  1871 
be  $12  per  acre,  or  an  average  price  of  $8  per  ton. 

Amongst  others  I  mentioned  the  Bolinger  place  as  being  land  1872 
within  50  miles  of  San  Jose  that  could  produce  two  tons  of  hay  to  the 
acre,  but  I  did  not  mean  to  say  that  it  would  do  that  over  the  entire 
run  of  the  ranch;  none  of  those  ranches  will  produce  over  the  entire 
run  of  the  ranch  two  tons  to  the  acre.  Portions  of  the  valley  down 
toward  the  house  on  the  Bolinger  ranch  is  of  equal  value  to  the  Brandt- 
Hansen  place,  and  Mr.  Rea  informed  me  that  he  will  sell  the  entire 
tract  at  $45  an  acre.  I  could  not  tell  you  how  many  acres  of  land  are 
included  in  the  entire  tract.  I  went  over  enough  of  the  ranch  to  see  1873 
all  of  it.  There  is  a  good  deal  of  it  with  rock  ledges  on  it,  and  there 
is  some  brush  in  the  ravines,  and  some  trees,  being  about  similar  to  the 
Calaveras  lands  of  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,  on  that  range  of  hills. 
I  could  pick  out  191  acres  of  the  Bolinger  ranch  that  would  compare 
very  favorably  with  the  Brandt-Hansen  place.  Taking  it  acre  for 
acre  I  would  not  say  that  there  is  ten  times  as  much  brush  on  the 
Bolinger  place  as  there  is  on  the  Brandt-Hansen  place. 

Referring  to  some  photographs  shown  him  by  Counsel  for  Plain- 
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tiff:    I  could  not  identify  this  as  being  a  photograph  of  the  Bolinger 

1874  property,  but  I  would  not  say  it  is  not.     That  one  don't  seem  to  look 
like  it  either.     That  looks  more  like  it,  and  looks  as  though  it  were 
taken  from  one  of  those  hay  flats  looking  toward  the  house.    There  is 
a  limited  area  of  level  land  shown  in  the  foreground  here. 

The  entire  Bolinger  ranch  is  for  sale,  and  I  do  not  think  that 
any  similar  acreage  such  as  that  portion  which  will  produce  two  tons 

1875  of  hay  to  the  acre  could  be  purchased  from  the  tract  without  pur- 
chasing the  entire  tract.     My  information  is  that  the  owner  will 
take  $33,500  for  the  ranch,  or  about  $30  per  acre,  and  that  I  got 
from  Mr.  Rea,  in  June  of  the  present  year.    That  ranch,  the  average, 
does  not  compare  particularly  with  the  average  of  the  Brandt-Hansen 
place.    It  is  worth  within  25%  of  what  the  Brandt-Hansen  property 

1876  is  worth.     The  acreage  of  the  Bolinger  property  is  so  much  larger, 
you  have  to  take  in  so  much  more  waste  land.     If  you  confine  the 
matter  to  the  Brandt-Hansen  place  alone,  the  comparison  is  not 
nearly  so  much  as  if  you  extend  that  comparison  over  the  area  of 
land  on  the  easterly  and  northerly  slope  of  that  hill.     It  is  about 

1877  25%  less  valuable  than  the  Brandt-Hansen  place,  and  my  rule  for 
determining  that  is  that  I  take  a  larger  acreage,  and  I  am  forced 
to  compare  it  with  a  picked  smaller  acreage  in  a  large  tract  of  land ; 
in  valuing  the  Brandt-Hansen  place,  it  has  to  be  valued  in  connec- 
tion with  other  lands  around  it,  and  consequently  I  have  to  put  a 
value  upon  it  differently  from  what  I  would  have  put  upon  it  if  it 
had  been  a  particular  piece  by  itself.     I  don't  know  of  any  other 
rule.    I  could  pick  out  an  acreage  off  the  Bolinger  place  equal  to  the 
acreage  on  the  Brandt-Hansen  place  of  equally  as  good  land. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  could  not  get  that  picked  acreage  from  the  Bolinger  place  at 
$50  an  acre,  because  the  whole  ranch  is  for  sale  at  the  other  price. 

-g^g  CROSS   EXAMINATION   BY   MR.    MCCUTCHEN. 

I  brought  the  Bolinger  place  into  the  discussion  because  I  had 
in  mind  the  relation  that  that  place  bore  to  all  the  other  lands  of 
the  Spring  Valley  "Water  Co.,  on  the  northerly  and  easterly  slope  of 
that  ridge,  being  contiguous  to  it.  In  order  to  find  out  if  I  was 
correct  in  my  appraisal  of  these  lands,  I  tried  to  find  lands  of  simi- 
lar character,  and  find  out  what  they  could  be  purchased  for,  and  if 
they  were  on  the  market.  Amongst  others  I  found  out  that  the 
Bolinger  place  was  for  sale.  I  mentioned  it  in  that  way.  Then  I 
picked  up  another  place.  For  instance  the  Vieux  place.  I  also 
found  the  Jim  Conniff  place,  which  is  a  type  of  land  that  could  pro- 
duce two  tons  to  the  acre  under  good  farming  conditions. 

The  Brandt-Hansen  place  is  not  really  in  Calaveras  Valley.  It 
is  on  the  ridge,  and  it  is  less  valuable  than  if  it  were  in  the  bottom 
of  the  valley.  I  compare  it  to  land  in  that  locality,  and  land  of 

522 


Callaghan 

SPRING  VALLEY  WATER  CO.  VS.  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OP  SAN  FRANCISCO 

similar  type  in  other  localities.  Besides  those  three,  I  found  two 
other  tracts  of  the  Goad  Land  Co.,  that  were  bought  by  Vargas ;  his 
land  is  of  a  similar  type  to  the  Calaveras  hill  farming  land.  One 
adjoining  the  Vieux  land,  was  purchased  on  October  1,  1912,  549 
acres,  at  $45  an  acre.  There  is  probably  two-thirds  of  it  tillable,  as  1879 
I  know  myself  from  having  been  over  there.  Under  good  farming 
conditions  with  summer-fallowing,  it  would  produce  two  tons  of 
hay  to  the  acre.  Antone  F.  Vargas  bought  a  tract  two  or  three  years 
earlier  for  less  money,  and  he  got  better  land  than  this  other  land. 
His  tract  is  right  close  by  it  there,  and  consisted  of  495  acres,  for 
which  he  paid  $25  an  acre.  I  cannot  call  to  mind  any  other  sales  at 
the  present  time,  and  I  could  not  say  how  many  sales  of  hill  land  of 
the  same  general  character  as  this  I  am  valuing  here  have  been  made 
in  Santa  Clara  County  within  the  past  four  or  five  years.  I  made 
a  close  investigation  of  the  sales  of  land  over  in  that  country,  but 
could  not  find  any  sales. 

I  went  over  to  the  country  east  of  Livermore  because  the  foot- 
hills of  Santa  Clara  Valley  on  the  westerly  slope  are  not  at  all  com- 
parable, as  I  know  from  my  own  knowledge  of  the  conditions  of  1880 
the  country.  That  land  is  fruit  land  on  the  foothills  toward  Milpitas, 
as  all  of  that  foothill  country  in  Mission  San  Jose,  from  Niles,  is 
in  a  kind  of  a  thermal  belt  extending  clear  to  the  Penetencia  Creek, 
and  they  raise  early  vegetables  along  there.  Fruit  could  be  planted 
in  that  Calaveras  watershed  land,  but  I  doubt  if  it  would  be  a 
success  there.  I  did  see  fruit  orchards  there.  Mr.  Rouse  has  planted 
one,  and  he  is  on  the  slope  from  Milpitas.  There  is  evidence  of  an 
old  vineyard  in  one  of  those  parcels  on  the  Calaveras  Creek.  In  the 
extreme  southerly  portion  of  the  valley  there  is  a  vineyard  that  is 
being  carried  on  commercially.  It  is  above  the  Priesker  place,  and  1881 
looked  very  good  to  me. 

The  land  on  the  other  side  of  the  ridge  is  fruit  land,  but  the 
land  on  the  Calaveras  side  has  not  been  demonstrated  to  be  fruit 
land.  Referring  to  a  photograph  shown  him:  I  would  say  that 
that  is  the  vineyard  near  the  Priesker  place.  It  looks  to  be  a  success- 
ful vineyard.  When  I  looked  at  it  on  the  ground  it  looked  thrifty, 
and  I  would  say  that  it  is  a  fairly  good  vineyard.  I  saw  better  ones 
in  Livermore  Valley. 

Referring  to  another  photograph,  the  witness  stated  that  he 
could  not  locate  that  place  from  the  photograph. 

There  is  an  orchard  on  the  Patton  place  in  the  southerly  end 
of  the  valley,  and  on  the  Jeffery  Cullen  place  there  is  a  small  orchard.  1882 
I  passed  up  the  Feltner  road  alongside  of  it,  and  it  looked  very 
good.  It  is  less  than  half  a  mile  from  the  Spring  Valley  properties, 
and  the  land  would  be  a  similar  type  of  land.  In  placing  my  values 
upon  lands  in  that  locality,  I  take  it  for  granted  that  the  Jeffery 
Cullen  orchard,  although  I  have  not  examined  it,  is  an  ordinary 
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orchard  in  good  condition,  and  bears  ordinarily  good  crops  of  fruit. 
I  have  characterized  some  of  the  land  very  close  to  the  Jeffery  Cullen 
place  as  poor  land,  but  in  that  locality  you  don't  have  to  go  very 
far  off  one  piece  to  find  another  quality  of  land.  I  could  pick  out 
other  spots  owned  by  the  Spring  Valley  Co.,  equally  as  good  and 
fertile  for  orchard  as  that  spot  in  the  Jeffery  Cullen  place  is. 

1883  Referring  to  a  photograph:  I  see  a  couple  of  patches  of  corn 
right  down  in  front.    I  don't  remember  seeing  corn  on  the  Jeffery 
Cullen  piece.    I  don't  think  the  question  was  ever  asked  me  in  my 
direct  examination  in  regard  to  the  fruit  produced  in  the  southern 
end  of  the  valley.    Therefore,  I  did  not  call  attention  to  the  Jeffery 
Cullen  orchard.    I  made  a  mental  note  of  its  existence  when  I  went 
over  that  country.     In  nearly  all  cases  I  made  notes  on  my  trips 
over  there,  and  changed  them  again  and  again,  and  made  valuations, 
and  changed  them  again  and  again.    I  have  not  my  first  valuations, 
and  did  not  keep  any  memorandum  of  them,  whatever.    They  were 
made  for  the  purpose  of  the  condemnation  suit,  and  they  did  not 
apply ;  they  were  made,  as  a  general  thing,  all  over  the  entire  lands. 
This  other  valuation  was  made  by  watersheds.     The  first  notes, 
made  for  condemnation  purposes,  were  made  according  to  the  gov- 
ernment lines  on  the  ground,  and  not  in  accordance  with  the  tracts 

1884  as  laid  down  on  the  map  we  are  using.    The  first  maps  I  had  were 
blue  prints,  and  they  did  not  show  the  parcel  numbers  as  well  as 
these  do.     These  maps  I  saw  last  May  for  the  first  time.     After 
having  fixed  a  valuation  upon  the  subdivisions  upon  these  maps,  I 
made  very  little  change  in  my  valuations.    I  have  a  blue  print  which 
was  on  a  larger  scale  than  that  map,  which  would  make  considerable 
difference  in  the  map.    I  turned  all  of  the  blue  prints  in  to  the  City 
Attorney's  office,  and  my  best  recollection  is  that  I  mailed  them  in, 
or  sent  them  in  by  Wells-Fargo. 

I  made  one  change  in  my  valuation  since  this  trial  began,  in 

1885  the  Pleasanton  district,  and  that  is  the  only  change  I  have  made.    I 
increased  the  price  per  acre  on  the  Kruse  place.     I  cannot  furnish 
you  with  my  notes  of  values,  as  they  existed  at  the  time  this  trial 
began,  as  they  were  made  up  from  scraps,  and  I  have  notes  scattered 
everywhere.     The  notes  I  read  here  this  morning  were  prepared 
about  two  months  ago,  and  they  have  been  edited  and  rewritten 
again.     I  revised  them  in  some  cases.    We  split  the  watersheds  in 
different  places,  and  changed  them  that  way,  which  is  the  only 
change  that  has  been  made.     The  notes  that  I  have  before  me  are 
the  only  notes  that  I  have  got.    I  have  no  memorandum,  whatever, 
except  memorandum  that  I  am  using  here  about  this  hay  produc- 

1886  tion.    When  I  went  upon  these  properties,  I  made  notes  in  my  note 
book,  which  I  have  here.    I  might  have  notes  on  the  Brandt-Hansen 
properties  here,  and  if  it  is  here,  I  will  find  it;  it  may  not  be  here. 
I  carried  scratch  tablets  in  my  pocket,  and  had  different  ways  of 
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taking  notes  when  I  was  on  the  land.  I  only  used  the  book  when  I 
didn't  have  the  scratch  tablet.  This  report  which  I  have  before  me 
was  not  finished  writing;  there  were  some  changes  made  in  the  de- 
scription of  the  property,  but  no  changes  in  the  price  within  the 
past  two  weeks.  I  made  a  report  prior  to  two  weeks  ago,  but  the 
City  Attorney's  office  asked  me  to  change  the  description  of  M-239, 
and  to  value  the  portion  of  it  next  to  Alameda  Creek  by  itself,  and 
the  portion  next  to  San  Antonio  Creek  by  itself.  The  same  thing  1887 
happened  in  regard  to  N-239.  I  did  that.  I  changed  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  parcels,  and  where  I  had  one  before,  I  put  two  inserts  in 
in  this  book,  but  the  price  remained  the  same  on  the  property,  the 
description  was  rewritten.  The  total  tabulation  was  not  completed 
until  we  commenced  to  prepare  the  exhibit  here.  Formally,  I  never 
made  a  report  that  my  valuations  were  complete.  I  told  Mr.  Stein- 
hart,  when  he  asked  me  about  it,  that  I  had  the  matter  well  in 
hand,  and  could  get  up  an  exhibit  from  the  data  I  had  at  any  time. 
He  never  asked  me  what  I  valued  one  piece  at,  or  what  I  valued 
another  piece  at — the  Calaveras  land  or  the  Santa  Clara  lands.  I 
did  not  report  to  the  City  Attorney's  office  prior  to  two  weeks  ago 
as  to  what  my  aggregate  valuations  were.  I  discussed  with  the  City 
Attorney  several  individual  valuations  on  different  parcels,  but  I 
didn't  report  in  detail.  In  some  cases  I  reported  to  the  City  At- 
torney's office  prior  to  two  weeks  ago  what  my  individual  valua- 
tions were,  but  in  all  parcels.  I  could  not  say  how  many  parcels  I  1888 
had  not  discussed  with  them  up  to  two  weeks  ago,  and  I  do  not  think 
that  they  knew  what  my  valuations  were  on  fully  one-half  of  those 
parcels  up  to  two  weeks  ago. 

As  to  the  value  of  parcels  of  which  I  did  advise  the  City  At- 
torney's office  prior  to  two  weeks  ago;  we  discussed  288,  291,  U-268, 
S-268,  and  V-268.  I  remember  distinctly  discussing  those  parcels.  We  1889 
might  have  discussed  more  parcels  than  that  in  the  Pleasanton  lands. 
We  had  those  discussions  at  various  times  during  the  past  two  or  three 
months.  I  did  not  make  any  report  in  writing  to  the  City  Attorney's 
office  setting  forth  my  valuations  on  those  parcels.  I  discussed  it 
with  Mr.  Steinhart  on  the  ground.  We  rode  over  the  ground  and 
talked  about  values  in  those  places.  What  this  land  was  worth, 
and  what  that  land  was  worth,  and  what  my  appraised  value  of  it 
was.  The  City  Attorney's  office  had  my  appraisal  of  the  values  I 
made  in  the  condemnation  suit  in  their  office  at  all  times  since  last 
year,  but  I  do  not  know  whether  it  is  there  now  or  not.  I  destroyed 
my  copy  of  it  as  soon  as  I  made  up  this  one.  It  differed  from  this 
one  in  that  there  was  a  re- arrangement  of  the  parcels,  a  re-writing  of 
the  descriptions,  and  in  some  cases  a  change  in  the  valuations.  ^90 

(Counsel  for  Plaintiff  requested  that  his  report  be  furnished  by 
Counsel  for  the  Defendant.) 

Without  my  memorandum  of  the  descriptions  before  me,  I  could 
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not  enumerate  the  changes  to  you.     There  were  some  few  slight 
changes  in  value. 

1891  (Counsel  for  Defendant  stated  that  he  did  not  think  that  they 
had  that  report,  but  that  he  would  look  it  up,  and  see.) 

I  made  those  changes  when  I  commenced  in  May  to  make  the 
second  appraisement.  I  discarded  all  of  the  first  appraisement,  and 
re-wrote  the  whole  descriptions  over  again.  I  did  not  understand 
that  I  was  appraising  a  different  lot  of  property  when  I  began  in 
May,  but  I  was  not  satisfied  with  my  description  of  the  properties, 
and  I  took  them  up  in  a  different  way.  I  describe  a  lot  of  these 
properties  according  to  the  government  survey  on  the  ground.  My 
first  appraisal  of  these  entire  properties  was  made,  commencing  at 
the  extreme  south,  on  Section  10  Poverty  Ridge,  and  going  across 
the  map  backward  and  forward.  When  I  went  upon  the  ground  in 

1892  the  first  instance,  I  had  the  blue  prints,  but  I  followed  this  course: 
I  started  here  on  Section  10,  and  kept  on  going  over  to  these  parcels 
here,  and  then  I  moved  forward  a  mile,  and  took  in  the  properties 
along  here,  and  back  this  way  to  the  east,  and  then  north  a  mile 
again,  and  along  in  that  manner.     In  doing  this,  I  used  the  map 
which  I  have  here. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  did  this  by  reference  to  the  government  subdivisions,  and  then 
when  I  came  to  the  grant  line,  I  took  it  in  parcels  as  the  grant  line 
showed  it,  then  I  found  that  we  had  to  arrange  these  matters  to 
conform  to  the  method  in  which  the  Spring  Valley  was  getting  up 
its  case,  in  numerical  order,  the  number  of  parcels,  and  so  on,  and 
our  descriptions  did  not  come  in  one  after  the  other  according  to 
the  Spring  Valley  descriptions.  These  books  have  been  re-arranged 
three  times  since  the  month  of  May.  After  Mr.  Gale's  testimony 
came  in,  we  took  up  and  re-arranged  this  book  to  correspond  to  that ; 
we  took  an  index  that  was  made  from  Mr.  Gale's  testimony  and 
numbered  the  pages  here  according  to  the  index,  so  as  to  re-arrange 
it,  and  have  the  matter  taken  up  by  the  City  in  the  same  manner, 
and  along  the  same  lines,  and  consecutively  as  the  Spring  Valley 
Water  Co.,  put  in  its  case.  So  we  have  been  re-arranging  these  books 
practically  all  the  time  for  the  past  three  months.  In  the  beginning 

1893  I  did  not  value  the  Brandt-Hansen  place  as  the  Brandt-Hansen  place, 
but  valued  it  across  the  map  as  I  came  to  it,  according  to  the  gov- 
ernment lines. 

CROSS   EXAMINATION   BY    MR.    MCCUTCHEN. 

I  have  not  the  record  of  that  valuation.  Before  I  valued  the 
Brandt-Hansen  place  in  the  first  instance,  I  had  a  blue  print,  which 
I  think  was  something  similar  to  this  map.  This  was  the  first  map  I 
had.  My  valuation  of  the  Brandt-Hansen  property  at  all  times  was 
$35  an  acre,  I  think,  because  that  is  what  I  think  I  could  find  a  pur- 
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chaser  to  buy  that  from  me  for  if  I  owned  it.  When  I  first  valued 
the  Brandt-Hansen  property,  I  valued  it  according  to  the  United 
States  map,  but  it  would  practically  be  the  same  property  though, 
even  though  I  did  not  value  it  with  reference  to  this  subdivision, 
but  in  connection  with  other  property.  The  Brandt-Hansen  prop-  1894 
erty  was  valued  in  the  first  place  as  being  fractional  Section  35; 
that  is  the  way  it  would  go  on  the  map.  We  valued  all  of  Section  36, 
and  took  it  for  granted  that  that  section  contained  640  acres.  I 
would  say  from  the  map  that  there  are  probably  480  acres  in  frac- 
tional Section  35,  and  I  am  pretty  sure  the  price  we  put  on  that 
whole  thing  was  $35  an  acre  right  through  at  that  time.  It  includes 
also  a  portion  of  330.  I  have  not  placed  the  same  valuation  on  it  in 
this  appraisal,  as  I  ranged  it  then.  The  portion  of  330  that  is 
within  fractional  Section  35  I  appraised  at  $125  an  acre.  I  made  no 
subdivision  there.  There  is  none  of  parcel  330  which  is  in  Section  1895 
35  which  is  worth  $125  an  acre.  It  is  probably  worth  about  $50  an 
acre.  I  consider  the  farming,  hay  and  grain  land  on  the  Brandt- 
Hansen  place  as  being  worth  about  $50  an  acre,  and  the  pasture 
land  of  it  about  $15.  That  portion  of  330  that  lies  north  of  the 
Calaveras  road  is  a  similar  type  of  land,  and  I  consider  it  worth  the 
same  money  that  I  put  on  the  Brandt-Hansen  place.  Where  I  got 
the  $125  valuation  is  on  the  good,  rich  land  in  the  bottom  of  the 
valley  down  near  Carson's  house.  My  recollection  is  that  when  I 
went  to  Calaveras  Valley  first,  I  had  a  sectionized  map,  and  I  put  the 
same  value  per  acre  on  all  the  company's  property  in  Section  35, 
which  was  about  $35  an  acre.  Considering  the  entire  191  acres,  I 
place  a  valuation  of  $35  on  the  Hansen  property.  The  portion  of 
330  in  Section  35  of  this  same  land  is  equal  to  the  $50  an  acre  land  1896 
in  the  Brandt-Hansen  place.  In  the  Brandt-Hansen  place  I  figured 
the  pasturage  area  on  it  to  be  worth  about  $15  an  acre,  and  the 
other  portion  about  $50  an  acre,  and  I  then  struck  an  average  of  $35. 
I  stated  that  there  were  100  acres  of  the  Brandt-Hansen  worth 
$35  or  $50  an  acre.  Parcel  330,  within  Section  35,  is  getting  down 
nearer  the  floor  of  the  valley,  and  it  is  worth  fully  $50  an  acre  in 
that  portion  that  lies  north  of  the  Calaveras  road,  and  adjoining 
the  Brandt-Hansen  place.  I  don't  think  I  segregated  the  land  in 
330,  but  I  said  that  I  could  sell  that  tract  of  land  to  a  man  for  $125 
an  acre  for  that  land  in  the  floor  of  the  valley,  and  expecting  to  1897 
make  the  man  who  bought  it  take  the  land  up  on  the  hill  along  with 
that  land.  The  land  in  the  floor  of  the  valley  in  330  I  valued  at 
$125,  and  also  the  land  to  the  west  of  the  road  in  that  parcel.  The 
land  in  the  floor  of  the  valley,  and  within  330,  should  be  worth  $150 
an  acre,  and  there  is  some  $50  land  that  is  up  next  to  the  Brandt- 
Hansen  place  in  that  parcel.  It  is  adjoining  $50  land  on  the  Brandt- 
Hansen  place.  I  didn't  measure  how  much  of  that  $150  land  there 
is  in  330  west  of  the  road.  1898 
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There  is  probably  40  acres  of  $50  land  within  the  boundaries 
of  330  west  of  the  road  leading  to  the  dam.  The  balance  of  the 
land  west  of  the  road  would  be  $75  an  acre,  but  I  don't  know  the 

1899  acreage. 

I  was  inclined  to  be  liberal  in  the  matter  of  valuations,  and  I 
used  the  theory  that  if  I  owned  this  piece  of  land,  how  much  I  could 
sell  it  for.  There  may  have  been  some  poor  land  or  some  rich 
land  on  the  tract,  but  I  would  use  the  rich  land  to  induce  the  man 
to  purchase  it  all  at  the  $125  price;  I  said  I  could  sell  that  land 
today,  if  I  owned  it,  for  $125  an  acre,  and  therefore,  I  put  a  valua- 
tion of  $125  an  acre  on  it,  taking  in  the  hill  land  and  the  valley  land 
with  it.  Outside  of  the  $50  land  and  the  $75  land,  there  is  all  that 
area  extending  easterly  towards  Calaveras  Creek  in  the  floor  of  the 
valley.  All  of  the  remainder  is  not  in  the  floor  of  the  valley.  There 
is  some  area  across  the  creek  over  in  Section  31.  It  goes  across  to 
the  easterly  side  of  the  valley,  but  does  not  go  above  the  reservoir 

1900  contour.    I  could  not  tell  you  the  number  of  acres  in  $150  land.    All 
of  the  remainder  is  not  $150  land.    There  is  a  small  acreage  in  the 
extreme  easterly  portion  that  is  not.     There  is  a  nice  little  valley 
running  in  with  a  creek  coming  out  into  the  valley  that  is  of  good 
land  in  the  easterly  portion.     The  land  which  is  not  $150  land  on 
the  easterly  side  of  the  valley,  and  within  that  tract,  is  worth,  say 
$75  an  acre,  comparing  it  with  the  land  on  the  west  side.     I  could 
not  give  you  any  figures  as  to  the  number  of  acres  of  that  land, 
but  it  is  not  all  east  of  the  creek.    I  cannot  approximate  the  number 
of  acres  of  the  $75  land  or  the  $50  land  that  might  be  in  Section 

1901  35.    There  may  be  some  of  it ;  there  is  a  valley  going  up  there  where 
that  fence  runs  down  to  the  bottom  of  the  ravine ;  it  is  pretty  good 
land ;  it  has  been  farmed  for  hay ;  there  is  a  nice  easy  slope  into  the 
valley. 

Without  my  notes  in  this  matter,  I  could  not  definitely  give 
you  the  figures  I  put  down  for  any  of  these  lands.  The  notes  in 
my  note  book  would  be  no  guide  along  that  direction.  Take  for 
instance  in  Calaveras,  Section  6,  I  find  the  notes  of  the  section  cov- 
ered here  in  my  book  without  mentioning  the  parcels  or  anything 
else ;  just  the  section  as  it  stood  at  that  time.  There  is  the  Carrick 
place  on  that;  there  is  1-268;  h-268,  and  A-345  on  that.  Here  is  a 

1902  note  that  I  took  when  I  was  appraising  this  by  sections.    Section  6, 
township    6,   range   2   east,   southwest  quarter  in    Calaveras   Creek. 
Some  orchard  and  vineyard  on  west  side  of  creek ;  run  down ;  trees 
dead  and  dying;  each  side  of  creek  farmed  to  hay,  120  acres  in  all 
can  be  cultivated ;  soil  light  red  and  gravelly,  will  produce  about  one 
ton  to  the  acre;  creek  bottom  wash  gravel;  in  some  places  enough 
soil  to  produce  grass ;  40  acres  in  deep  wooded  ravine ;  fourth-rate 
pasture;  trees,  oak,  laurel,  sycamore,  scrub  oak,  poison  oak,  goose- 
berry patches ;  not  steep ;  buildings,  none ;  values  none  included ;  at 
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that  time  I  valued  the  entire  section  at  $30.  My  valuation  is  com- 
posed of  several  parcels  now.  It  includes  a  portion  of  p-268,  1-268, 
h-268,  A-345,  and  also  a  portion  of  the  Priesker  place.  My  notes 
state  a  valuation  of  $30.  That  might  not  be  my  valuation,  as  when 
I  got  home  I  might  have  changed  it.  I  could  not  say  whether  I  did  1903 
or  not.  I  could  not  say  whether  that  corresponds  with  the  valuation 
which  I  have  given  here  to  Section  6. 

Mr.  McCutchen :  How  do  you  get  $30  an  acre  on  the  60  acres  in      1904 
the  northeast  quarter  of  the  northeast  quarter  of  the  north  half,  and 
the  southeast  quarter  of  the  northeast  quarter — how  do  you  get  $30 
an  acre  on  that  ? 

The  Master :  That  is  61.26  acres.  It  is  segregated  in  the  exhibit. 
If  you  will  look  you  will  find  the  61.26  acres  segregated  in  the 
exhibit. 

The  witness :  On  page  163  I  have  got  that  separately,  describing 
it  by  itself,  and  valuing  it  by  itself,  but  not— 268.  That  is  the 
trouble  with  that  piece. 

Q.  That  north  of  it  is  according  to  your  exhibit  $10  land,  and 
it  is  between  the  Sierra  Road,  and  that  $10  land.  Do  you  remember 
it  ?  A.  Yes. 

CROSS   EXAMINATION   BY   MR.    MCCUTCHEN. 

I  do  not  call  that  $10  land.  That  is  better  than  $10  land;  it 
comes  up  to  the  road  where  the  section  corner  is  above  the  road; 
that  is  farmed  along  there  close  to  the  corner,  and  would  be  about 
$15  land.  1905 

(Counsel  for  Defendant  stated  that  the  aggregate  of  the  prices 
that  the  witness  had  put  upon  Section  6  would  amount  to  about 
$22.50,  and  that  portion  of  the  Priesker  place,  parcel  i-268,  would 
aggregate  $40.) 

I  did  not  value  this  land  at  $30  an  acre  when  I  went  upon  the 
ground  first.  That  was  my  first  impression  probably  when  I  looked 
at  the  land,  but  probably  afterwards,  when  I  came  back,  I  changed 
that  impression.  I  do  not  think  I  have  any  other  notes  or  memo- 
randum that  I  made  upon  the  ground  which  shows  that  I  did  change 
my  mind  as  to  the  value  of  that  property. 

Here  is  Section  10,  on  Map  16  in  my  book,  which  is  down  in  1906 
Alameda  Creek,  and  is  the  section  that  Mr.  Metcalf  has  the  five  acres 
in  the  middle  of.  I  valued  that  at  $8  per  acre,  according  to  the  note 
I  have  here.  The  fact  that  I  changed  my  valuation  on  that — No. 
251 — had  no  meaning  at  all,  because  it  took  in  a  large  acreage  around 
there  at  that  time.  When  I  came  to  re-appraise  Section  10,  I  took 
in  Section  10,  251,  which  is  a  large  acreage  which  extends  both  ways 
across  the  creek,  so  that  criterion  would  not  be  of  any  use.  The 
land  that  I  subsequently  made  changes  upon  some  of  it  is  of  more  1907 
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value,  and  some  of  less  value  than  what  I  included  in  my  note  book. 
I  hardly  think  that  it  is  all  about  the  same  average  value. 

Referring  to  my  note  book;  the  next  place  in  Calaveras  is  up 
in  San  Antonio  Creek,  Section  23 ;  the  one  with  the  quicksilver  mine 
on  it,  valued  at  $10  an  acre.  It  is  Section  23,  Y-239  on  the  map  now. 

This  diary  was  made  in  1914;  another  is  plot  7  of  the  Rancho 
El  Valle  de  San  Jose,  421  acres.  On  the  map  now  it  is  0-239  in  the 
San  Antonio.  That  stands  the  same ;  on  my  notes  they  might  vary 

1908  here  and  there.    Different  places  I  changed  them;  I  put  them  down 
in  the  field  and  -changed  them  after  I  got  home,  and  went  back  and 
looked  at  the  land  a  second  or  third  time,  and  then  changed  them 
again;  these  notes  are  no  criterion  as  to  the  value  of  the  land,  ex- 
cepting in-so-far  as  they  show  that  I  did  make  notes  in  going  over 
them. 

I  did  not  change  my  valuations  frequently,  but  how  many  times 
I  could  not  tell  you.  I  approached  this  subject  with  an  open  mind. 
I  talked  to  everybody  with  regards  to  value  of  lands  in  the  locations 
where  I  was  working;  some  times  the  party  I  talked  to  knew  what 
I  was  doing,  and  again  they  did  not ;  I  was  determined  that  no  in- 
justice should  be  done  to  anybody,  and  I  was  taking  everybody 
else's  opinion  of  the  matter,  and  weighing  it  carefully  to  see  whether 
I  was  right  or  wrong.  I  would  possibly  get  a  wrong  impression  that 
I  was  too  low  on  a  certain  piece  of  land,  and  I  would  raise  it,  and  I 
would  get  an  impression  again  that  I  was  too  high,  and  I  would  go 
down  a  little  bit  on  it.  I  was  careful  in  finding  out  the  opinions 
of  everyone  around,  and  finding  what  they  would  pay,  men  who 
had  had  a  success  in  life,  were  wealthy,  and  knew  the  value  of  land, 
and  knew  what  was  produced  on  it.  I  talked  with  them  about  it, 
and  that  might  make  me  change  my  opinion.  I  might  go  on  the 
ground  again,  and  see  something  I  did  not  see  before  that  might 
change  my  opinion,  either  to  raise  it  or  lower  it. 

1909  Questioned  by  Master. 

I  made  my  valuations  in  conjunction  with  another  witness  for 
the  city;  Mr.  Parsons,  who  was  along  nearly  all  the  time.  I  con- 
sulted with  him  about  it.  We  did  not  always  agree  on  prices,  but 
we  did  agree  in  the  descriptions  mostly ;  his  prices  and  mine  do  not 
agree. 

CROSS   EXAMINATION   BY   MR.    MCCUTCHEN. 

I  have  sold  and  have  bought  several  parcels  of  real  estate  around 
Livermore,  and  in  value  these  would  aggregate  probably  $150,000 
to  $200,000  during  the  last  sixteen  or  seventeen  years.  Real  estate 
was  a  side  line  with  me  all  the  time.  During  the  six  years  that  I 
was  an  agent,  I  think  the  aggregate  of  my  sales  would  amount  to 

1910  $50,000.    The  largest  individual  sale  was  about  320  acres  north  of 
Livermore,  at  $42.50  an  acre.    That  was  the  largest  in  acreage,  but 
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was  not  the  largest  in  money.  I  had  as  high  as  $10,000  or  $12,000 
sales.  I  sold  for  Mr.  Herman  Murphy  the  land  Jimmie  Gallagher 
is  living  on  now,  which  is  about  three  miles  east  of  Livermore.  That 
was  in  1905  or  1906,  I  think. 

I  sold  lots  in  the  town  of  Livermore,  and  I  sold  smaller  acreages 
in  farming  lands  around  Livermore,  but  nowhere  else.  I  never  owned 
any  land  outside  of  Livermore  and  its  vicinity,  nor  did  I  ever  have 
charge  of  any  land  outside  of  Livermore  and  its  vicinity.  I  had 
opportunities  to  know  the  value  of  property  in  this  section  in  which 
I  have  valued  property,  when  I  was  working  in  the  right  of  way 
department  for  the  Western  Pacific ;  also  in  my  real  estate  business,  1911 
I  kept  in  touch  with  land  values,  and  have  since  that  time.  In  my 
business  as  a  Notary  Public  in  Livermore  I  had  a  lot  of  transactions 
relating  to  land,  and  always  took  occasion  to  inquire  in  regard  to 
the  details  of  a  purchase  of  the  price  paid.  I  had  opportunities 
to  find  values  in  Niles  Canyon  by  negotiating  for  the  purchase  of  a 
piece  of  land  from  Mr.  Fuisier,  for  right  of  way  for  a  county  road. 
We  compromised  the  matter,  and  appointed  three  men  to  settle  it, 
and  I  do  not  remember  what  price  he  got  in  the  end.  That  is  the 
only  land  I  dealt  with  in  Niles  Canyon.  I  have  no  recollection  what- 
ever about  was  was  paid  to  Mr.  Fuisier  as  a  result  of  that  arbitra- 
tion. I  did  not  use  that  information  to  enable  me  to  fix  the  value  of 
$100  an  acre  on  lands  in  the  same  locality,  because  the  lands  that 
were  taken  from  Mr.  Fuisier  in  that  case  were  through  his  orchard.  1912 

In  regard  to  the  San  Antonio,  Calaveras  and  Pleasanton  lands: 
I  know  what  those  lands  produce;  I  am  in  touch  with  the  farmers 
who  live  on  them.  I  keep  the  accounts  for  several  pe'ople  on  farms 
of  similar  type  of  land  in  Livermore  Valley.  I  know  the  prices  of 
the  produce,  and  the  amount  of  money  that  can  be  made  from  the 
operations  conducted  on  those  lands.  I  have  been  in  active  busi- 
ness in  hay  and  warehouse  business,  in  the  fire  insurance  business, 
and  in  association  with  these  people,  and  talking  with  them,  and 
finding  out  their  affairs  and  what  they  are  doing,  I  think  it  gives 
me  a  pretty  good  idea  as  to  the  value  of  the  land  with  my  knowledge 
of  what  the  lands  will  produce.  When  I  say  I  have  been  an  agent 
for  farmers,  and  have  kept  their  books,  I  refer  to  lands  of  a  similar 
type  to  the  San  Antonio  lands,  and  not  to  the  Pleasanton  lands.  No 
one  in  Pleasanton  has  ever  come  to  me  to  figure  his  crop  up  for  him, 
but  people  living  in  Livermore  have.  No  one  owning  lands  similar  1913 
to  the  Pleasanton  lands  has  ever  come  to  consult  me  about  any  phase 
or  branch  of  his  business.  I  bought  grain  through  the  Pleasanton 
country  last  season  for  Sinsheimer  &  Co.,  and  I  know  the  kind  of 
crops  they  raise  there.  I  know  the  people  who  live  there  and  have 
seen  the  results  of  their  farming  operations.  I  certainly  think  that 
that  qualifies  me  to  express  an  opinion  as  to  the  value  of  the  Pleas- 
anton lands.  I  cannot  say  that  any  person  in  the  San  Antonio  Valley 
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ever  consulted  me  with  reference  to  his  business,  or  asked  me  to 
keep  his  books,  or  give  him  any  advice.  I  talked  with  Mr.  Freitas 
with  reference  to  San  Antonio  lands,  but  was  not  acting  for  him 
or  keeping  his  books,  and  he  was  not  consulting  with  me  about  his 
business. 

1914  No  person  in  Calaveras  that  owned  or  rented  any  land  there 
asked  me  to  do  that.    My  reference  to  that  matter  was  that  people 
farming  and  operating  lands  similar  to  these  lands,  I  knew  what 
they  were  doing,  and  the  results  that  they  were  obtaining,  and  I 
cannot  see  how  any  different  results  can  be  obtained  from  the  oper- 
ating of  the  Calaveras  or  the  San  Antonio  Valley  lands.     That  is  not 
the  way  I  ascertain  market  value.     I  have  found  out  by  sales  of 
similar  lands  what  a  willing  buyer  would  pay  to  a  willing  seller,  for 
similar  lands  located  in  that  vicinity.    It  was  a  very  difficult  thing 
to  find  lands  similar  to  the  valley  lands  in  the  Calaveras  Valley  in 

1915  any  part  of  California. 

The  greatest  value  of  those  valley  lands  were  in  connection  with 
that  range  for  the  purpose  of  raising  feed  in  the  valley,  alfalfa,  or 
other  feed  for  the  purpose  of  topping  off  steers  that  were  in  good 
condition  on  the  range,  and  also  for  providing  feed  that  might  be 
needed  in  a  dry  season  which  sometimes  comes  along.  I  think  that 
is  the  greatest  use  it  could  be  put  to  for  that  purpose,  and  the 
highest  value  it  could  have  for  that  purpose. 

My  rule  for  determining  its  value  is  that  I  used  my  knowledge 
of  the  stock  and  the  farming  business  in  arriving  at  what  I  con- 
sidered a  man  could  afford  to  pay  for  the  Calaveras  Valley  lands, 
for  the  purpose  as  I  said  it  was  most  highly  adapted  to. 

Hall's  Valley  is  somewhat  similar  to  Calaveras  Valley.  The 
land  is  not  as  fertile  as  Calaveras  Valley,  and  I  should  think  that 

1916  Hall's  Valley  is  colder.    Hall's  Valley  is  comparable  to  the  land  on 
the  floor  of  Calaveras  Valley  in  the  manner  the  same  as  I  have  indi- 
cated, that  Calaveras  Valley  could  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  raising 
feed. 

I  do  not  call  to  mind  any  particular  spot  just  exactly  similar 
to  the  floor  of  the  Calaveras  Valley  that  forms  part  of  a  stock  range, 
because  it  is  hard  to  get  a  spot  that  is  exactly  similar  to  that  place. 

All  of  that  information  enables  me  to  say  that  this  land  is 
worth  $125  an  acre,  through  my  knowledge  of  what  the  land  would 

1917  produce.     It  will  produce  very  good  hay  and  grain.     Carson  had 
grain  there — I  can't  remember  whether  it  was  two  or  three  years 
ago.     I  saw  grain  there.     Carson's  grain  was  a  fairly  good  crop; 
an  average  crop  for  that  year.    I  think  from  a  casual  examination 

1918  that  the  crop  that  I  saw  would  yield  from  10  to  15  sacks  of  barley 
per  acre.    I  don't  know  exactly  whether  it  yielded  10  sacks  that  year 
or  not,  but  I  would  say  that  the  crop  I  saw  would  go  over  8  sacks. 

I  saw  a  hay  crop  upon  the  floor  of  the  Calaveras  Valley  last 
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year,  and  I  would  say  some  portions  of  that  crop  would  yield  from 
a  ton  and  a  half  to  two  tons  last  year.  I  do  not  remember  ever 
seeing  that  portion  in  crop  before.  I  think  that  was  about  all  the 
crops  I  saw  in  Calaveras  Valley.  I  know  enough  about  land  to  go 
over  it  and  look  at  it,  to  know  something  more  than  that  about  its 
productivity.  I  have  watched  the  growth  of  the  crops  on  the  dif- 
ferent types  of  soil  for  20  years,  and  I  should  certainly  have  learned 
something  about  the  productivity  of  soils.  I  do  not  consider  the  1919 
productivity  of  that  soil  as  great  as  that  of  lands  about  Pleasanton. 
I  know  of  my  own  knowledge  that  it  is  not  half  as  productive  as 
some  of  the  best  lands  around  Pleasanton.  I  know  from  the  type 
of  soil  that  is  around  Pleasanton,  and  the  type  of  soil  that  is  around 
Calaveras  the  natural  difference  that  there  would  be  in  the  yield  in 
both  places.  The  soil  of  Pleasanton  will  produce  twice  as  much  per 
acre  as  the  soil  of  Calaveras  Valley.  The  soil  of  Calaveras  Valley 
is  fairly  good  soil  of  that  type,  but  is  not  the  rich,  deep  soil  that  is 
around  Pleasanton.  The  soil  in  Calaveras  Valley  varies  from  a  light 
gravelly  soil  to  a  black  loamy  soil.  A  portion  of  it  came  from  this 
slope  up  toward  that  vineyard  you  are  talking  about;  a  portion 
of  the  soil  came  from  the  eastern  slopes  of  the  valley,  and  the  best 
soil  in  Calaveras  Valley  came  from  the  western  slopes. 

I  think  $150  is  my  highest  value  on  the  best  land  in  Calaveras  1920 
Valley.  The  southerly  prune  orchard  I  valued  as  a  whole,  I  think, 
at  $125.  It  lies  right  against  the  easterly  hills,  east  of  the  creek, 
and  is  very  good  soil ;  black  loam.  It  came  out  of  that  ravine  north 
of  Parks'  house.  You  can  grow  most  anything  in  the  Calaveras  Val- 
ley that  you  can  grow  at  Pleasanton,  but  not  so  successfully,  or  1921 
with  as  good  results.  I  do  not  think  they  would  have  very  much 
success  with  strawberries  in  Calaveras  Valley,  on  account  of  soil 
conditions  and  climatic  conditions,  and  they  can  produce  excellent 
strawberries  on  some  of  that  rich  land  around  Pleasanton.  I  think 
there  are  areas  in  Calaveras  Valley  that  would  produce  strawberries, 
but  not  as  heavy  a  crop  of  strawberries  as  you  could  get  around  the 
rich  lands  of  Pleasanton.  I  know  this  from  my  knowledge  of  the 
land,  and  my  judgment  of  the  soil.  There  is  not  so  very  much  black 
loam  on  the  floor  of  Calaveras  Valley;  it  is  dark  loam  that  comes 
out  of  Pomeroy  Creek  where  the  old  prune  orchard  is.  That  is 
dark  loam;  there  is  some  dark  loam  around  at  the  other  orchard, 
and  there  are  some  areas  of  dark  loam  in  other  parts  of  the  valley; 
it  is  in  different  places,  not  altogether.  It  is  clay  loam  where  the  1922 
corn  patch  is.  By  clay  loam,  I  mean  that  it  has  not  that  dark  rich 
color  to  it,  like  the  land  in  the  prune  orchard ;  it  is  a  brown-colored 
soil  where  the  corn  is.  The  soil  along  the  road  across  the  valley 
varies  in  different  localities;  it  does  not  continue  the  same  kind  of 
soil  after  you  turn  into  the  road,  until  you  get  to  the  prune  orchard ; 
there  are  different  stratas  there  of  soil. 
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My  statement  that  Calaveras  Valley  lands  will  not  produce  what 
the  Pleasanton  lands  will,  is  not  based  on  any  personal  experience 
of  mine  either  of  Calaveras  or  of  Pleasanton,  but  it  is  based  upon 
my  knowledge  of  the  soil  conditions,  and  what  it  will  grow  in  both 
places.  The  opportunities  that  I  have  had  to  observe  what  can  be 
done  with  the  lands  on  the  floor  of  the  Calaveras  Valley  are  in 
going  over  the  land  and  looking  at  it.  I  know  that  there  is  nothing 

1923  like  intensified  farming  in  Calaveras  Valley,  and  I  do  know  that 
there  has  been  intensified  farming  practiced  around  Pleasanton,  but 
I  say  again,  my  knowledge  of  the  soil  in  Calaveras  Valley  leads  me 
to  believe  that  that  soil  will  not  produce  to  the  acre  as  much  of 
any  crop  that  can  be  planted  in  it  as  will  be  produced  on  the  same 
acre  of  deep  rich  loamy  land  around  Pleasanton.     I  consider  the 
land  around  Pleasanton,  south  of  County  Road  2000,  very  fine  land, 
but  I  suppose  there  is  some  as  good  land  in  the  State  of  California. 
I  think  some  land  along  Alameda  Creek  down  near  Decoto,  between 
Niles   and  Decoto,  will  compare  very  favorably  with  Pleasanton 

1924  lands. 

I  know  other  lands  in  California  in  a  general  way,  and  I  have 
been  over  them  and  watched  the  growth  of  crops  on  them  and  what 
they  produced,  and  about  the  same  kind  of  crops  are  produced 
around  Niles,  and  down  there  by  the  California  Nursery,  and  down 
at  Decoto,  and  around  Centerville,  as  are  produced  in  the  Pleas- 
anton lands.  That  particular  piece  of  land  that  I  know  of,  below 
Pleasanton,  to  the  south  of  Road  2000,  I  do  not  think  there  is  any 
better  land  anywhere. 


TWENTY-NINTH  HEARING  SEPTEMBER  2,  1915. 

Witness:    M.  G.  CALLAGHAN,  for  Defendant. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 

1925-1926  (Counsel  for  Defendant  produced  the  first  report  made  by  Mr. 

Callaghan,  and  asked  that  it  be  made  a  part  of  the  record.) 

Brandt-Hansen  piece  is  in  the  southerly  portion  of  Section  35, 
and  there  is  some  good  land  in  it.  That  is,  there  is  some  of  the  good 
1927  land  in  the  southerly  portion  of  Section  35.  There  is  good  land  in 
some  other  portions  than  in  the  southerty  portions ;  it  extends  up  into 
that  ravine  that  runs  down  to  Calaveras  Valley,  further  north  than 
in  the  extreme  southerly  portion  of  Section  35. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

That  portion  of  Section  35  that  is  south  of  the  Calaveras  road  is 
not  very  good  land. 
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When  I  say  the  portion  that  lies  east,  I  mean  the  portion  that 
lies  next  to  the  King  place  on  the  south  side  of  the  road.  Fairly  good 
land  in  there,  and  I  should  say  would  come  in  in  the  portion  of  the  $50 
an  acre  land. 

It  is  very  difficult  sitting  here  to  tell  where  is  the  good  land  and  1928 
the  poor  land  on  that  tract.  I  went  over  it  all  very  carefully,  and  I 
know  the  area  of  good  land  and  the  area  of  poor  land  and  that  north- 
west corner  shown  in  Section  35,  b-268,  is  very  poor  land,  pasture 
land;  some  of  it  could  be  cultivated,  but  the  rocks  are  right  there  on 
the  surface.  That  is  a  portion  of  the  parcel  marked  II  on  this  map, 
and  a  portion  of  that  parcel  marked  III.  I  am  wrong  about  that; 
III  and  IV  are  the  ones.  The  parcel  marked  III  is  poor  land,  and  the  1929 
40  acre  parcel  east  of  that  is  some  better.  Immediately  north  of  this 
parcel  marked  III  is  part  of  321.  That  is  better  land.  The  fence  line 
runs  in  the  bottom  of  the  ravine,  and  there  is  some  farming  all  the 
way  up,  with  the  exception  of  a  portion  of  the  plot  marked  V.  That 
is  very  high  up  on  the  ridge,  and  is  rocky.  The  portion  down  in  the 
ravine,  where  the  wagon  road  comes  in,  and  along  the  bottom  is 
farmed.  The  portion  just  east  of  plot  marked  V  would  be  worth  from 
$30  to  $35  an  acre.  Plot  on  the  west  marked  V  would  be  worth  $20 
an  acre.  They  are  not  of  equal  area.  You  cannot  divide  by  two  and 
get  an  average  there  unless  you  give  me  the  area.  I  have  80  acres  in 
plot  321  at  $25 ;  80  acres  at  $40 ;  172.9  at  $50 ;  and  160  acres  in  the 
north  part  of  Section  6  at  $150.  The  land  marked  V,  and  the  40  acre  1930 
piece  easterly  of  that,  I  appraised  at  its  full  value,  and  I  consid- 
ered that  this  was  one  entire  ranch,  and  divided  it  as  far  as  I  pos- 
sibly could  with  the  areas  as  I  looked  at  them  on  the  ground,  and  I 
figured  out  about  what  a  man  could  afford  to  pay  for  such  land,  what 
this  valley  land  was  worth,  etc.  I  added  it  altogether  and  got  my 
average  on  the  whole.  I  gave  it  every  advantage  that  it  possibly  could 
have,  and  I  appraised  it  at  its  full  value.  1  did  not  compare  one  with 
the  other  at  all.  I  said  a  portion  on  the  extreme  west  of  parcel  321 
was  worth  $25  an  acre.  I  didn  't  say  it  in  my  report,  I  said  it  to  you 
just  now.  My  report  shows  the  value  of  321  in  its  entirety  and  that 
is  a  good  liberal  value  for  that  parcel  of  land.  This  portion  down 
here  of  parcel  321  is  worth  $40  an  acre.  There  are  nearly  two  40 's 
in  that.  You  probably  think  I  put  too  much  value  on  the  westerly 
portion  of  330.  A  portion  of  331  that  lies  immediately  adjoining  it  1931 
and  to  the  east  of  the  Brandt-Hansen  land  is  better  land.  It  is  not 
better  than  the  best  of  the  Brandt-Hansen  land.  There  is  some  land 
around  the  house  of  the  Brandt-Hansen  place,  a  limited  area  there, 
that  is  just  as  good  as  that  is.  I  didn't  measure  the  area,  and  I  would 
not  express  an  opinion  as  to  its  value.  I  have  given  it  as  100  acres  of 
good  farming  land,  the  balance  of  the  area  rough  pasture  land. 
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I  didn't  say  that  east  of  the  lot  marked  III  is  poor  land.  It  is 
fairly  good  land,  but  it  would  not  class  as  $50  an  acre  land.  A  por- 
tion of  the  southerly  end  of  it  would  be  $50  an  acre  land,  but  the  entire 

1932  tract  would  not.    When  you  look  down  into  it  from  the  Felkner  road, 
you  see  a  part  which  is  very  rough  and  rocky;  considerable  rock  up 
there.     This  portion  above  the  numeral  b-268  is  a  little  better  land 
looking  toward  the  valley,  but  that  slopes  off  again  in  this  ravine  to 
the  north.    The  40  acre  tract  in  the  Brandt-Hansen  holding,  lying  east 
of  the  portion  marked  III  is  fair  hay  land.    It  will  not  all  produce  two 
tons  of  hay  to  the  acre.    I  don 't  know  the  area  that  will. 

The  portion  marked  I  in  the  Brandt-Hansen  holding  is  good  land. 
It  is  $50  an  acre  land.  I  do  not  know  whether  it  is  all  $50  an  acre 
land  or  not.  The  40  acres  lying  east  of  III  in  the  Brandt-Hansen 
holding  is  fairly  good  land.  It  runs  down  south  into  a  ravine  there 
rather  steep.  There  is  an  area  upon  the  40  acres  that  is  below  the  road 
that  can  be  farmed.  The  triangular  portion  marked  II  within  the 

1933  Brandt-Hansen  holding  is  very  rocky.    It  is  not  tillable  land.    I  would 
class  it  as  poor  land.    I  did  not  state  that  there  are  at  least  three  40  's 
of  good  land  in  that  tract.    I  told  you  that  the  northerly  portion  of 
that  40  east  of  plot  III  was  not  all  good  land.    It  is  not  as  good  as  the 
portion  330,  which  lies  next  to  it.     In  321,  across  the  ravine  in  that 
canyon,  you  get  pretty  good  land,  as  good  as  you  get  across  the  slope. 
They  farm  that  and  bunch  the  hay  down  to  the  ravine,  and  the  road 
running  down  to  the  valley  from  there. 

Comparing  the  Brandt-Hansen  land  as  a  whole  with  the  Bland 
piece,  Z-268,  I  would  say  Z-268  is  fairly  good  land  taken  in  connec- 
tion with  X-268.  It  has  a  greater  value  in  connection  with  X-268.  I 
put  a  similar  value  on  all  of  the  lands  along  that  slope.  Taking  the 
Bland  piece  in  connection  with  X-268,  I  think  it  is  worth  as  much  as 
1934  the  Brandt-Hansen  land.  X-268  has  some  farming  areas  and  has  been 
used  for  a  dairying  ranch,  and  this  works  in  along  with  that  tract  up  in 
there  on  that  slope.  X-268  is  more  valuable  than  Z-268,  the  road  runs 
through  it.  I  think  it  is  more  valuable  per  acre ;  am  quite  sure  of  that. 
I  consider  there  is  $5  an  acre  difference  in  value  between  the  Brandt- 
Hansen  land  and  the  Weller  piece.  The  Brandt-Hansen  property  is 
not  worth  $10  an  acre  more  than  the  Weller  place  on  an  average.  I 
am  well  satisfied  with  my  valuation  of  the  Brandt-Hansen  property. 
1935  I  consider  I  valued  it  at  its  full  value.  What  it  would  sell  for  today. 

I  think  I  was  correct  yesterday  in  stating  that  it  would  cost  $8 
per  ton  per  acre  for  a  farmer  to  get  his  hay  to  market. 

Statement  by  Mr.  Steinhart. 

I  checked  over  those  figures  last  night.  The  $8  per  ton  is  not 
correct  for  Calaveras.  The  $8  per  ton  does  not  include  the  haul  from 
Calaveras.  Mr.  Callaghan  gave  his  figures,  and  then  gave  the  figure 
for  the  haul  from  Calaveras.  If  you  compare  the  two,  you  will  find 
in  his  itemized  figure  he  did  not  give  the  haul  from  Calaveras. 
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I  placed  a  value  of  $25  an  acre  on  X-268.  My  subdivision  of 
parcel  223  was  150  acres  on  the  southerly  portion  of  that  tract,  and 
was  good  open  pasture.  Another  portion  of  it  lying  northerly,  and 
toward  the  junction  of  the  La  Honda  and  Alameda  Creek  is  rough, 
steep  and  brushy,  and  practically  worthless.  The  portion  that  is 
rough,  steep  and  brushy,  is  worth  hardly  anything  per  acre.  Not  over  1936 
$2  an  acre.  In  figuring  this,  I  tried  to  use  the  figures  I  used  on  the 
ground  when  I  was  looking  at  it  there.  Comparing  this  with  that  part 
of  r-268,  which  is  the  north  half  of  28,  and  the  southwest  quarter  of 
22,  I  would  say  that  the  north  half  of  28  is  far  better  than  that  land 
down  in  the  junction  of  the  creek.  The  southwest  quarter  of  22  is 
better  land  than  any  land  down  in  the  junction  of  the  creek  there  in 
that  rough  place.  That  is  open  land  up  there. 

t-268  and  u-268  is  better  land  than  the  land  in  323  in  the  junc- 
tion of  the  creeks.  It  is  considerably  better;  $5  an  acre  better;  it  is 
three  times  as  good.  The  land  down  in  the  junction  of  those  creeks 
is  worthless.  It  is  rocky,  brushy  and  steep.  There  is  nothing  to  it. 
You  couldn  't  feed  a  goat  on  50  acres  of  it.  It  is  no  good  at  all.  It  is 
impossible  to  use  that  land.  There  is  nothing  on  the  slopes  but  dirt 
and  precipices.  It  is  there  to  hold  the  scenery  together,  and  that  is 
all  that  it  is  good  for.  You  have  to  consider  those  things  altogether. 
You  can't  take  an  acre  here  and  an  acre  there,  but  you  have  to  use  1937 
judgment  and  reason  about  it.  I  believe  a  thrifty  farmer  would  pay 
$2  a  ton  for  freighting  hay  out  of  Calaveras  Valley  to  Milpitas.  Motor 
trucks  are  hauling  out  about  4  tons  to  the  load.  I  think  a  motor  truck 
is  the  best  means  of  hauling  out  of  there.  My  information  about  the 
cost  of  operating  motor  trucks  was  obtained  from  people  to  whom  I 
talked.  I  talked  with  them  in  regard  to  what  they  would  charge  me 
for  hauling  hay  out  of  there  with  a  motor  truck.  If  I  could  get  a  man 
to  haul  hay  for  me  out  of  Calaveras  Valley  with  a  motor  truck  for  $2 
a  ton,  I  would  give  him  the  contract.  With  a  horse-drawn  vehicle,  5 
tons  would  be  a  very  good  load  with  five  horses  out  of  Calaveras  Val-  1938 
ley.  I  will  go  further  and  say,  with  six  horses  5  tons  would  be  a  good 
load  to  haul  out  of  Calaveras  to  Milpitas.  I  would  have  a  tail  wagon. 
With  safety  you  could  not  pile  50  bales  on  a  single  wagon.  You  would 
get  the  load  too  top-heavy,  and  it  would  be  liable  to  tip  over  on  those 
sidehills  and  wreck  you.  Sometimes  hay  will  run  ten  bales  to  a  ton 
on  account  of  rust  conditions.  My  load  would  be  30  and  20  out  there. 
I  would  not  load  45  bales  on  one  wagon.  A  driver  that  would  be  safe 
enough  to  be  entrusted  with  six  horses  over  that  grade  is  worth  $2.50 
a  day  and  board.  There  is  a  man  over  in  Livermore  Valley  who  is  1939 
paying  $2  and  $2.50  a  day  and  board  for  driving  team.  A  farmhand 
can 't  haul  hay  because  he  is  probably  engaged  in  doing  something  else, 
and  the  permanent  man  who  works  on  the  ranch  by  the  year,  is  not  as 
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competent  as  the  man  who  is  specialized  in  driving  a  six-horse  team. 
Driving  six  horses  in  the  field  plowing,  and  six  horses  with  a  big  load 
of  hay  on  a  grade  is  a  different  thing.  Sometimes  a  practical  farmer 
entrusts  his  team  to  a  permanent  farmhand  to  haul  hay  to  market. 

1940  Some  of  the  men  who  are  permanent  on  a  ranch  sometimes  drive  team, 
but  there  are  always  extra  men  employed  when  they  come  to  haul  hay 
from  a  place  like  the  Calaveras  Valley,  or  a  place  like  the  Patterson 
place,  or  the  Vasco  place,  or  the  Eogan  place. 

The  individual  farmer  might  be  capable  of  driving  his  team  to 
market,  and  if  he  is,  he  is  entitled  to  be  paid  for  his  work  just  as  well 
as  if  he  were  employed.  At  the  present  time  I  cannot  call  to  mind 
anyone  who  is  paying  his  farmhand  $2.50  a  day  and  board,  but  I  have 
known  cases  where  farmers  have  paid  that  for  driving  a  team  for  a 
month  or  so  at  the  time  of  hauling  in  the  hay.  I  would  recommend  a 

1941  farmer  who  bought  the  Brandt-Hansen  place  to  use  a  motor  truck.    A 
motor  truck  will  make  about  three  trips  a  day.     It  will  haul  a  little 
more  than  12  tons,  and  you  might  get  in  13  or  131/2  tons.     I  did  not 
concern  myself  with  the  cost  of  a  truck.    I  consulted  with  the  man  who 
is  doing  the  hauling  in  there  now.  He  said  he  lost  money  on  it  last  year, 
and  was  going  to  charge  50  cents  more  this  year.    I  didn  't  inquire  as 
to  the  cost  of  operating  his  motor  truck.     I  inquired  as  to  what  he 
would  charge  for  doing  the  hauling.    If  I  wanted  hay  hauled  out  of 

1942  there,  I  would  contract  for  hauling  it.    I  would  not  use  horses  to  haul 
with,  because  I  know  I  would    get  better  results  by  having  it  hauled 
out  on  a  motor  truck.    I  would  get  my  hay  off  the  field  quicker  and  it 
would  not  be  dried  up  by  the  sun.    The  quicker  you  get  the  hay  out  the 
better  it  is. 

Hill  land  planted  to  hay  would  certainly  have  to  be  rolled.  All 
the  Livermore  and  Altamont  hills,  where  it  is  not  too  steep,  are  rolled 
by  any  good  farmer  that  desires  to  maintain  his  reputation  for  pro- 
ducing hay  of  a  quality  that  will  give  satisfaction  to  the  consumer. 
The  land  is  rolled  in  order  to  prevent  lumps  and  clods  from  getting 
into  the  hay  and  making  it  dirty.  I  said  that  the  San  Antonio  lands 
and  the  Sunol  lands,  and  the  Calaveras  lands  were  used  quite  gen- 
erally to  produce  hay.  Some  of  the  lands  on  the  west  slope  toward 
the  Santa  Clara  Valley  are  used  for  hay  production. 

The  reputation  of  hay  shipped  from  Milpitas  into  the  San  Fran- 
cisco market  is  not  very  good,  and  it  is  due  to  a  very  great  extent  be- 
cause it  comes  in  full  of  dirt.  Any  San  Francisco  hay  dealer  will  tell 
you  that  it  is  full  of  dirt,  and  that  he  would  rather  pay  $2  a  ton  more 
for  hay  that  comes  from  Livermore.  The  Livermore  farmers  know 

1943  now  to  make  hay.     Their  reputation  is  world  wide.     I  do  not  know 
of  any  Livermore  farmer  who  rolls  his  hay  land  after  it  is  harrowed, 
but  I  know  that  it  shows  on  the  hay.    Occasionally  they  get  very  good 
hay  from  Milpitas.     They  might  get  a  very  good  quality  of  red  oat 
hay  on  those  hills,  providing  the  rust  does  not  get  into  it.    I  will  say 
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that  the  rust  is  worse  on  the  Milpitas  hills  than  it  is  in  the  Liver-more 
district.  I  don't  think  there  is  any  more  difference  between  the  west 
slope  and  the  east  slope.  They  all  have  rust  in  it  this  year.  Milpitas 
locality  is  far  behind  Livermore  as  a  hay  producing  country.  It  is  a 
great  deal  behind  Livermore  as  a  vine  or  grape  producing  country. 

I  stated  yesterday  that  the  Calaveras  Valley  might  be  adapted  to 
the  growing  of  grapes,  but  they  were  not  as  good  as  the  Livermore 
land.  [  see  the  Livermore  grapes  and  crops.  I  see  the  conditions  sur- 
rounding it,  and  the  reputation  of  the  Livermore  wines  and  vine- 
yards. I  know  that  its  reputation  is  way  ahead  of  any  in  California. 
I  also  know  that  Livermore  won  the  gold  medal  at  the  Paris  Expo-  1944 
sition.  Those  hills  are  peculiarly  adapted  to  growing  grapes.  The 
vines  at  the  southern  end  of  the  Calaveras  Valley  looked  very  good  to 
me.  1  didn't  make  any  inquiry  as  to  the  number  of  tons  per  acre 
they  would  produce.  You  can  buy  good  hill  land  around  Livermore 
that  grows  grapes,  the  bare  land,  for  $50  an  acre.  Most  anywhere  in 
the  Livermore  Valley  you  can  buy  it.  I  have  in  mind  at  the  present 
time  a  purchase  by  Chris  Hansen  from  Jesse  Ludwig,  right  across 
the  road  from  Buckley's  about  a  year  ago  for  that  price.  Really  this 
is  not  hill  land,  but  is  valley  land.  The  valley  land  which  sells  for  $50 
an  acre  is  good  land  for  grapes.  There  are  good  vineyards  all  around 
it.  It  adjoins  Alvino.  $50  is  what  it  is  worth.  It  is  good  grape  land.  1945 
I  don 't  think  it  has  any  injurious  character  about  it.  Doctor  Warner 
purchase  from  Galloway  at  $120.  The  Rampke  purchase  was  at  $100. 
That  is  good  grape  land.  The  $120  land  was  adapted  to  uses  other 
than  grapes.  The  man  that  bought  it  did  not  plant  it  to  grapes.  I 
don't  know  of  anybody  who  bought  $150  an  acre  land  and  put  it  to 
grapes.  The  most  valuable  land  planted  to  grapes  that  I  know  of  is 
the  land  of  Colonel  Holmes,  west  of  Mount  Rouge.  I  don't  remember 
what  it  sold  for.  That  was  7  or  8  years  ago.  I  think  he  paid  $100  an 
acre.  The  reason  he  paid,  when  he  could  have  gotten  other  good  land 
for  $50  an  acre,  was  because  it  was  adapted  to  hay  and  grain.  It  is  a 
good  loam  soil.  He  put  vineyards  in  on  the  north  side  of  the  railroad 
track.  He  is  farming  on  the  south  side  of  the  tract  to  hay  and  grain. 
The  Calaveras  hills  won't  produce  as  good  grapes  as  the  Holmes  land.  1946 
I  know  from  experience  that  it  won't.  I  have  had  20  years'  experience 
in  looking  over  land  all  over  California,  in  every  locality.  You  don't 
need  to  have  absolute  experience  to  know  what  land  will  produce. 

The  lighter  tonnage  of  the  Livermore  vineyards  commands  the 
highest  price.  The  grapes  that  grow  on  these  light  soils  out  near 
Cresta  Blanca  command  the  highest  price.  They  produce  a  ton  and  a 
half  to  three  tons  per  acre.  As  a  possible  maximum  the  vineyard  in 
the  Calaveras  Valley  might  produce  four  tons  of  grapes  to  the  acre. 
I  don't  hardly  think  it  would.  I  think  3l/2  tons  would  be  a  good  crop 
for  that  vineyard,  and  I  doubt  if  it  would  do  that.  The  photograph 
shows  a  very  good  growth  of  vines.  I  passed  along  the  road  bordering  1947 
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the  vineyard  which  is  shown  on  that  photograph.  I  didn  't  go  through 
the  vineyard,  but  I  noticed  an  arbor  there  by  the  house  where  the 
winery  is.  The  hills  sloping  toward  Calaveras  Valley  will  produce 
grapes,  but  nobody  ever  tried  them  successfully  except  in  that  one 
instance. 

I  testified  there  was  an  orchard  on  the  Patton  place,  and  I  re- 
member it.  I  went  into  the  orchard  to  see  whether  it  bore  any  fruit. 
It  bears  some  fruit.  There  are  different  varieties  of  trees.  I  think 
there  are  some  prune  trees  there.  The  last  time  I  was  up  there  was 
in  the  Spring  and  the  fruit  was  not  ripe,  so  I  didn't  eat  any  of  it. 
When  I  was  there  last,  it  was  not  ripe.  The  orchard  had  not  been 
cultivated  for  a  year  or  two.  I  should  say  it  had  been  cultivated 

1948  within  ten  years.    The  ground  is  all  very  hard  there.    The  trees  were 
alive  and  thrifty,  but  a  similar  acreage  of  trees  was  entirely  on  the 
other  tracts  below.     I  mean  the  79  acres  that  run  up  the  Calaveras 
Creek.    I  have  it  on  the  Santa  Clara  map.    It  shows  as  belonging  to 
some  bank  in  San  Jose.    It  is  A-345,  79.33  acres.     I  don't  remember 
seeing  a  second  small  orchard  on  the  Patton  place.    The  soil  is  better 
on  the  Jeffery  Cullen  place  than  on  the  Patton  place.     It  has  more 
depth  to  it. 

There  are  not  many  pieces  of  property  in  the  Calaveras  Valley 
that  merit  much  commendation.  I  have  tried  to  be  fair  with  those 
properties  and  give  them  every  dollar  of  value  that  is  in  them.  I 
don't  think  any  man  could  go  in  there  and  pay  any  more  than  the 
price  I  have  put  upon  them.  I  think  the  owner  who  sold  them  at 

1949  those  prices  would  be  doing  very  well.    There  are  some  pieces  of  prop- 
erty outside  of  the  floor  of  the  valley  where  I  may  have  commenda- 
tion in  my  notes.    I  would  have  to  go  over  those  parcels  and  pick  them 
out.     I  don't  remember  any  now.     The  Brandt-Hansen  place  is  the 
very  best  piece  there.     I  am  satisfied  with  my  appraisement.     I  rep- 
resented the  Western  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  as  a  right  of  way  buyer,  and 
was  back  and  forth  with  them  from  1904  until  the  road  was  in  opera- 
tion and  afterward.    A  right  of  way  buyer  sometimes  has  to  entertain 
a  very  liberal  view  of  the  value  of  property.     He  tries  to  buy  land 

1950  as  cheap  as  he  possibly  can,  and  he  is  just  as  liberal  when  it  comes  to 
appraising  a  piece  of  property  as  a  farmer  would  be  who  has  not  fol- 
lowed such  a  vocation.    It  would  not  have  any  effect  on  him.    It  didn 't 
have  on  me.    The  wording  of  my  notes  in  regard  to  the  Spring  Valley 
Water  Co.'s  property  is  such  as  is  possible  to  bring  to  me  a  mental 
picture  of  the  piece  I  am  describing.     I  worded  them  so  that  all  this 
would  appear  to  me.    I  have  given  every  piece  of  property  credit  for 
everything  that  it  was  entitled  to.    I  have  described  it  honestly,  fairly 
and  squarely,  and  I  have  put  a  fair  valuation  on  it,  and  if  I  owned  it 
myself,  I  would  not  ask  for  a  fairer  valuation.    In  fact,  I  think  I  have 
been  too  liberal  in  a  whole  lot  of  them.     I  challenge  you  to  produce 
the  records  for  the  returns  of  any  piece  of  property  that  I  have  ap- 
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praised  that  has  paid  5%  interest  upon  my  appraised  value  and  taxes 
during  the  last  three  years.  I  said  5% ;  I  will  go  further  than  that.  1951 
I  challenge  you  to  produce  returns  from  the  entire  Pleasanton  area 
and  show  that  it  paid  4%  after  paying  taxes  on  my  appraised  value. 
A  farmer  is  entitled  to  more  than  5%  on  his  investment.  I  assume 
him  to  be  entitled  to  5%.  I  have  not  been  influenced  in  fixing  values 
upon  this  property  by  the  returns  which  it  has  yielded  since  it  has 
been  owned  by  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  I  would  not  say  that 
the  Calaveras  property  had  been  dead  for  20  years.  Mr.  Carson  was 
a  very  good  farmer,  and  he  farmed  that  place  over  there  and  took 
good  crops  off  it;  as  good  crops  as  it  was  capable  of  producing.  I 
know  Mr.  Carson 's  lease  had  a  provision  in  it  that  might  be  terminated 
at  any  time  upon  60  days'  notice,  but  that  didn't  influence  him,  be- 
cause he  had  a  very  firm  idea  in  his  mind  that  he  could  farm  that  acre- 
age every  day  the  Spring  Valley  owned  it,  up  to  the  time  the  dam 
was  completed.  I  have  met  Mr.  Carson,  and  talked  with  him.  He 
worked  the  land  for  all  it  was  worth.  I  first  met  Mr.  Carson  in  1914,  1952 
and  I  saw  him  four  or  five  times. 

Alfalfa  can  be  grown  in  Calaveras  successfully  with  irrigation. 
I  think  four  or  five  crops  annually  would  be  a  maximum  in  the  Calav- 
eras Valley.  My  experience  with  land  and  what  it  will  produce,  and 
my  knowledge  of  real  estate  justifies  me  in  expressing  that  opinion. 
I  have  watched  the  crops  of  alfalfa  growing  all  over  the  country  up 
and  down  California  from  one  end  to  the  other.  I  don't  need  to  be 
out  on  the  field,  or  have  a  field  and  farm  it  to  alfalfa,  to  get  the  knowl- 
edge as  to  what  alfalfa  land  will  produce.  Down  in  Kern  County  they  1953 
produce  7  crops  of  alfalfa  a  year.  I  don 't  know  whether  Kern  County 
land  is  any  better  than  the  Calaveras  land,  but  I  know  it  produces  7 
or  8  crops  a  year  sometimes.  The  Calaveras  land  has  not  the  heat 
that  Kern  County  has.  It  is  early  heat  that  gets  your  first  crop  up 
and  matures  it,  and  it  is  the  heat  that  gets  you  your  last  crop  in  the 
Fall.  I  never  looked  into  the  conditions  of  the  Spring  frosts  in  Kern 
County.  It  is  the  absence  of  Spring  frosts  that  tends  to  produce  an  1954 
early  alfalfa  crop.  My  reason  for  saying  a  fair  average  for  alfalfa  in 
the  Calaveras  Valley  would  be  4  or  5  crops  a  year  is  based  on  my  20 
years'  personal  experience  in  farming  lands  in  California. 

I  don't  think  the  Spring  frosts  come  as  late  around  Pleasanton 
as  they  do  in  Calaveras.  I  have  been  in  the  Calaveras  Valley  and 
have  seen  the  trees  blighted  in  the  late  Spring,  and  that  same  condi- 
tion I  did  not  observe  around  Pleasanton.  The  Calaveras  land  will  1955 
produce  about  a  ton  and  a  half  to  each  cutting.  The  best  land  in 
Calaveras,  with  irrigation,  would  produce  from  six  to  7^  tons  per 
annum.  Possibly  there  are  some  areas  in  331  in  which  that  could  be 
done.  About  60  or  70  acres.  There  are  other  areas  in  the  valley  that 
would  do  it,  but  I  don't  believe  you  could  do  it  down  towards  the 
extreme  northerly  end  of  the  valley.  In  wet  Winter  when  there 
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has  been  a  heavy  Winter,  that  north  end  of  the  valley  is  very  wet  in 
the  Springtime.  It  could  be  drained,  but  it  would  be  expensive.  I 
never  drained  an  acre  of  land  in  my  life.  I  never  planted  an  orchard 
in  my  life.  I  don 't  think  the  land  which  slopes  towards  the  Calaveras 
Valley  would  grow  almonds.  There  are  a  few  almond  trees  in  the 

1956  Patton  orchard.     Sometimes  I  suppose  they  produce  a  fair  crop.     It 
is  like  everywhere  else  with  almonds;  it  is  a  very  uncertain  proposi- 
tion.   You  are  apt  to  get  a  frost  which  will  hit  you  in  February  or 
March  when  the  bloom  comes  out,  and  if  you  do  you  are  gone  for  the 
season.     I  mean  late  frosts.     Frosts  hit  California  in  almost  every 
section,  and  Livermore  is  no  exception  to  that  rule.    It  is  liable  to  hit 
you  at  any  time,  and  if  it  does,  you  have  no  crop  left.    The  frosts  are 
liable  to  hit  Livermore  when  they  hit  the  Calaveras  Valley,  and  in  that 
respect  I  don't  think  Livermore  has  any  advantage  over  Calaveras 
Valley.    I  think  it  is  colder  in  Calaveras  Valley  than  it  is  in  Liver- 
more  Valley.    I  have  not  the  records  of  daily  temperature  in  the  Ca- 
laveras Valley  as  compared  with  the  records  of  temperature  in  the 
Livermore  Valley,  and  I  could  not  say  definitely  whether  it  was  actu- 

1957  ally  colder  or  not. 

I  have  had  no  experience  in  planting  apricots.  They  can  be  suc- 
cessfully produced  on  a  light  loam  land  with  a  fair  depth  of  soil.  A 
fair  depth  of  soil  is  at  least  3  or  4  feet  to  sub-soil.  I  do  not  know  the 
average  depth  of  soil  on  the  foothill  land  of  Calaveras.  I  think  it 
would  be  impossible  to  ascertain  that,  except  by  a  minute  measure- 
ment all  over  the  entire  tract.  I  did  not  say  that  apricots  could  not 
be  successfully  grown  on  the  Calaveras  slopes,  but  I  say  it  is  an  ex- 
periment. It  would  have  to  be  tried  out  and  determined  by  a  full 
orchard  of  20  or  30  acres,  full  bearing  and  producing.  If  that  was 
determined  and  demonstrated,  it  would  convince  me  that  apricots  could 
be  grown.  Until  I  see  such  an  orchard  in  such  a  state  of  bearing,  I 
would  not  advise  investing  any  money  in  apricots  in  that  locality.  I 
assume  it  is  colder  on  the  floor  of  the  valley  than  it  is  on  the  slopes. 
I  know  that  prunes  will  develop  on  the  floor  of  the  valley  successfully. 
I  know  that  grapes  will  apparently  thrive  on  the  hillsides.  On  the 

1958  Jeffery  Cullen  place,  which  slopes  toward  the  Calaveras  Valley,  there 
is  a  thrifty  orchard.     The  west  slopes  from  the  valley  might  produce 
equally  thrifty  vineyards  and  equally  thrifty  orchards,  but  it  would 
be  an  experiment,  and  the  man  making  the  experiment  would  be  en- 
titled to  get  the  land  at  a  price  cheap  enough  that  would  justify  him 
in  making  the  experiment.    The  experiments  already  made  have  not 
been  demonstrated  to  my  mind  successfully.     The  demonstration  has 
not  been  complete.     I  would  want  to  see  one  entire  tract  of  60  or  75 
or  100  acres  planted  to  fruit  trees  there,  and  see  the  results  before  I 
would  be  satisfied  that  a  success  could  be  made  of  raising  fruit  trees 

1959  in  that  locality.    If  it  had  been  demonstrated  on  a  particular  piece  of 
land  that  fruit  could  be  grown  successfully,  it  would  improve  my 
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opinion  of  the  remaining  land  of  a  similar  nature.  I  don't  think 
though  the  percentage  would  be  very  great,  because  I  think  I  got  a 
full  value  on  those  lands.  I  am  convinced  that  I  had  as  high  a  price 
on  those  lands  as  those  lands  would  stand.  I  think  that  the  man  buy- 
ing them  would  be  entitled  to  get  them  at  that  price,  and  go  ahead 
and  produce  anything  he  wanted  to  on  them.  If  it  was  demonstrated 
to  me  that  those  hills  could  be  successfully  cultivated  to  prunes,  apri-  1960 
cots  or  almonds,  I  would  increase  the  value  of  my  $35  land,  and  I  think 
the  owner  would  be  entitled  to  more  money  for  them. 

Speaking  hurriedly  on  the  subject,  the  increase  would  probably  be 
10,  15,  or  20  percent.  That  is  to  say,  $38.50,  $42,  or  $43.  I  do  not 
know  of  any  land  in  California  suitable  for  fruit  production  that  you 
can  buy  for  $45  an  acre.  The  land  I  put  $35  an  acre  on  in  Calaveras 
could  not  all  be  cultivated  or  planted  to  fruit,  because  there  is  a  whole 
lot  of  it  rocky,  rough  ridges  and  ledges  on  it,  that  is  nothing  but 
fourth-rate  pasture.  I  did  get  up  to  $50  an  acre  on  the  Brandt-Han- 
sen  place.  If  such  a  demonstration  had  been  made  to  my  satisfac- 
tion, the  100  acres  in  the  Brandt-Hansen  place  would  be  worth  $100 
an  acre.  That  is  the  best  tract  of  land  in  the  Calaveras.  1961 

I  admit  that  I  valued  the  Bland  land  too  high.  I  valued  the 
Santos  land  about  right.  I  don't  think  I  said  the  Santos  land  was 
worth  as  much  as  the  Brandt-Hansen  land.  I  valued  the  Bland  place 
at  $35.  The  Brandt-Hansen  piece  is  better  adapted  to  fruit  than  the  1962 
Patton  place.  It  is  deeper  and  a  different  type  of  soil ;  it  is  a  light, 
thin  reddish  soil,  with  gravel,  on  the  Patton  place.  You  could  tell  it 
by  going  over  it.  The  soil  in  the  Brandt-Hansen  place  is  springy; 
this  stuff  freezes  into  cement  as  soon  as  the  rain  falls,  and  it  is  hard 
to  cultivate  it.  You  have  to  go  through  it  all  the  time  to  keep  it 
loosened  up  or  it  will  freeze  into  a  cement.  The  soil  on  the  Patton  place 
ia  entirely  dissimilar  from  the  soil  on  the  Brandt-Hansen  place.  The 
Patton  place  is  not  so  poor  that  trees  won't  grow  on  it.  Trees  grow 
up  in  the  rocks  in  worse  places  than  on  those  hills,  but  not  fruit  trees. 
There  are  portions  of  all  of  those  tracts  that  are  better  land  than 
other  portions.  Taking  it  as  a  wrhole,  the  Patton  place  has  very  light 
soil.  It  may  be  deep  enough  to  sub-soil,  but  the  quality  is  not  good.  1963 
It  is  red  soil  mixed  with  gravel.  It  is  not  very  productive  soil.  I  saw 
hay  crops  growing  on  it,  and  I  saw  grasses  growing  on  it.  In  1914 
Bill  Parks  cut  a  hay  crop  on  the  Patton  place  sometime  about  in  June. 

There  are  areas  around  the  house  of  the  Priesker  place  where  fruit 
can  be  grown  successfully. 

There  is  very  poor  soil  on  the  Ferrera  place.  It  is  mixed  with 
red  quartz  rock,  and  is  very  light.  I  don't  think  that  fruit  could  be 
grown  successfully  on  the  Ferrera  place. 

There  are  areas  on  the  Dennis  Cullen  place  that  will  grow  fruit. 

321  is  a  pretty  good  piece  of  land.  It  will  grow  fruit  as  success- 
fully as  that  patch  on  the  Patton  place,  and  better,  but  you  could  not 
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convince  me  that  fruit  could  be  grown  successfully  at  a  profit  in  any 

1964  of  those  places.    I  have  a  general  knowledge  of  peaches,  plums,  prunes, 
apricots,  almonds,  and  walnut  crops.    I  don't  think  I  am  prepared  to 
express  an  opinion  as  to  what  a  good  yield  of  apricots,  peaches  or  plums 
per  acre  is.    When  I  say  that  I  know  that  fruit  could  not  be  made  to 
pay  on  these  hills,  it  is  based  on  my  experience ;  I  look  at  the  hills  and 
at  the  lands,  and  at  the  orchards  that  grow  there,  and  I  know  other 
orchards  in  other  localities,  and  I  can  tell  a  successful  thrifty  orchard 
by  looking  at  it,  but  the  actual  production  per  ton  per  acre  I  am  not 
enough  familiar  with  fruit  raising  to  answer  those  questions  intelli- 

1965  gently.     I  don't  know  anything  about  the  annual  cost  of  operating 
such  an  orchard.    The  lands  sloping  towards^Milpitas  are  better  than 
the  lands  sloping  towards  Calaveras.    I  know  that  from  the  crops  that 
I  see  growing  on  both  slopes  of  the  range.    I  have  observed  the  opera- 
tions of  Jim  Hansen  below  the  Laguna  schoolhouse.    I  have  observed 
the  operations  of  the  early  vegetable  farmers  dowTi  towards  Milpitas, 
and  I  have  seen  the  results  they  are  getting  from  that  land  down  there, 
and  I  see  that  those  results  taper  off  when  you  approach  the  top  of  the 
hills.     I  don't  believe  it  extends  over  the  tops  of  the  hills  on  the 

1966  easterly  slope. 

There  is  a  farmer  up  there  above  the  cemetery,  who  has  a  piece 
of  land,  and  he  is  giving  it  just  as  intensified  farming  as  Mr.  Hansen 
is  giving  his,  and  he  doesn't  get  the  same  results.  He  slopes  toward 
Milpitas.  It  tapers  off  as  you  go  up.  As  you  approach  the  hills,  the 
further  you  go  up  from  the  valley,  the  results  decrease.  I  don 't  know 
of  any  other  examples  along  that  road  or  that  valley  that  I  could 
apply  to  this  case. 

I  think  the  Calaveras  Valley  was  occupied  before  there  was  any 
occupation  on  the  slopes  towards  Milpitas,  because  they  are  digging 
up  the  remains  of  prehistoric  men  over  there  where  they  are  building 
the  dam.  I  don't  know  anything  about  the  actual  settlement  of  the 
land,  but  I  would  say  the  portion  toward  San  Jose  would  be  settled 
before  Calaveras  Valley,  although  a  hardy  prospector  might  go  into  the 
Calaveras  Valley  and  establish  a  home  there  before  homes  would  be 
established  on  the  western  slopes  of  those  hills  leading  into  Santa  Clara 
Valley.  The  Calaveras  Valley  lands  were  divided  into  small  homes 

1967  before  the  Milpitas  slopes,  but  there  was  a  reason  for  it.    The  land  on 
the  west  side  was  held  in  large  acreages  in  single  ownerships.     For 
example,  by  the  Murphys,  and  other  owners  up  there.    That  is  one  of 
the  reasons  why  they  did  not  settle  on  there  until  the  Portuguese  came 
in  and  settled  it  for  early  vegetables.     The  Murphy  grant  is  south 
of  the  Milpitas  road.    I  don 't  know  why  the  land  north  of  the  Milpitas 
road  was  not  settled,  and  I  don't  know  that  it  was  not  settled  either. 

I  would  not  expect  the  acreage  acquired  by  the  company  in  1875 
to  be  planted  to  fruit  after  acquisition,  but  the  numerous  small 
farmers  whom  you  mentioned  as  being  in  there  and  settling  in  there 
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should  have  made  more  effort  to  raise  fruit  than  they  did  if  it  was 
a  good  place  to  raise  fruit.    I  take  it  from  that  that  it  was  not  a  good 
place  to  raise  fruit.    The  small  farmers  that  were  in  there  were  not       1968 
all  stock  farmers. 

The  grasses  that  are  produced  on  the  Calaveras  grazing  lands 
are  alfileria,  clover,  wild  oats,  fox  tail,  poverty  grass.  Those  are  the 
principal  grasses,  named  in  the  order  of  their  quality.  Alfileria  and 
clover  grow  to  a  very  limited  extent.  You  will  find  alfileria  and 
clover  all  over  the  lands.  You  will  find  alfileria  up  on  the  upper 
end  of  Section  10,  and  over  in  the  Beverson  quarter  on  Section  36, 
and  down  on  the  Mount  Day  road  ridge.  The  areas  though  are  so 
small  in  comparison  with  other  large  areas  that  grow  the  other  kinds 
of  feed,  that  it  is  considered  a  small  part  of  the  feed  of  the  range.  1969 
Those  hills  over  there  produced  abundant  alfileria  and  clover  about 
20  years  ago,  but  since  that  the  quality  of  the  feed  has  changed, 
and  they  have  been  dying  out,  and  these  other  grasses  have  taken 
their  place.  That  characteristic  extends  over  that  entire  range  on 
the  east  of  Alameda  Creek  down  towards  Sunol.  There  is  not  nearly 
so  much  alfileria  or  clover  on  that  range  as  was  on  it  20  years  ago. 
Going  on  the  other  side  of  Calaveras  Creek,  and  down  towards 
the  Morrow  ranch,  there  is  not  so  much  alfileria  and  clover  as  there 
was  20  years  ago,  or  15  years  ago.  I  am  43  years  of  age.  I  have 
been  all  over  the  Coast  Range  hills  from  Mt.  Hamilton  clear  down 
to  Mt.  Diablo.  I  was  in  back  of  Mt.  Hamilton  in  1888.  In  fact  I  ; 
had  sheep  on  the  Mt.  Oso  Range,  and  in  Black  Ford  Valley,  and  Deer 
Park,  and  over  toward  Mt.  Hamilton,  and  all  through  that  country. 
I  have  been  over  that  country  20  years  ago,  and  several  times  since. 
I  came  down  the  ridge  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  Alameda  Creek  1970 
and  on  the  Story  Hills  from  Bear  Creek  and  Trout  Creek  and  Valpe 
Creek,  and  over  into  the  Alameda,  and  down  through  that  country. 
There  was  a  great  deal  of  alfileria  at  that  time.  It  was  a  very  good 
range  before  those  other  grasses  came  in  there.  There  was  burr 
clover  there,  and  other  varieties  of  clover.  There  was  red  top  clover. 
There  is  hardly  any  more  red  top  clover  in  those  ranges  now.  Those 
grasses  are  easily  distinguished,  and  I  was  over  those  ranges  about 
in  the  months  of  April,  May  and  June.  Those  are  the  best  times 
of  the  year  to  look  over  those  ranges.  They  look  the  best  during 
those  months.  Twenty  years  ago  you  could  find  alfileria  and  burr 
clover  most  anywhere  on  the  tops  of  the  ridges.  I  was  there  in  April, 
May  and  June  since  I  was  employed  on  this  case.  I  found  alfileria  1971 
and  burr  clover  to  a  limited  extent  on  Section  30.  There  is  very 
little  of  it  on  24  or  19.  Some  of  it  on  31.  32  has  a  patch  around 
the  Bowden  and  Fennell  places.  Up  on  the  Mary  Williams  place 
on  Section  4  there  is  a  nice  open  slope  with  some  alfileria  and  clover 
in  patches ;  not  all  over  it  by  any  means.  Going  up  the  road  to  Sec- 
tion 10  there  is  some.  You  find  it  down  through  Section  1,  the  slope 
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into  La  Honda  creek,  there  are  some  benches  there  that  grow  clover, 
then  you  get  no  more  until  you  get  to  34  and  33.  I  would  say  that 
there  is  not  a  section  of  land  up  there  that  at  some  point  or  other 
doesn't  grow  some  of  these  grasses.  It  is  very  scarce  on  Sections 
33,  34  and  29.  No.  29  is  not  above  the  snow  line.  There  is  no  alfileria 
or  clover  on  f-268.  There  is  none  on  u-268  to  any  extent  at  all.  There 
is  only  one  quarter  section  on  Section  16  that  grows  any  alfileria  or 

1972  clover. 

There  are  a  lot  of  wild  oats  in  there  too  where  that  big  slide 
came  down  from  the  peak,  and  in  those  benches.  There  is  no  alfileria 
or  clover  on  the  northeast  quarter  of  Section  32,  that  is  a  portion 
of  p-268.  There  was  very  little  on  Section  2,  which  is  v-268  and 
x-268.  There  is  none  on  the  northeast  quarter  of  Section  10.  There 
is  only  one  quarter  of  Section  36  that  grows  any  alfileria  or  clover 
to  any  extent.  The  balance  of  Section  36  has  dense  brush  in  toward 
the  Alameda  Creek  and  across  the  creek.  You  will  find  some  nice 
alfileria  and  clover  on  Section  19  on  the  slope  down  toward  La 
Honda  Creek,  but  not  all  over  the  area.  You  will  find  nice  patches 
of  clover  on  Section  13,  on  both  sides  of  the  Mount  Day  road  as 
you  go  up  from  the  dam.  You  will  find  some  pretty  good  alfileria 
and  clover  in  Section  24,  in  a  portion  of  it.  Another  fairly  good  pas- 
ture section  for  the  area  that  is  open,  which  is  not  very  much,  is 
Section  14.  It  has  a  nice  valley  going  through  that  grows  very 

1973  nice  wild  oats  and  other  grasses.    There  is  a  lot  of  Section  14  that 
is  west  of  that  road  that  is  covered  with  brush  in  those  ravines.    I 
will  name  as  a  Section  that  does  produce  grass  abundantly,  but  does 
not  produce  any  appreciable  amount  of  alfileria  or  clover,  Section 
14.    What  is  open  of  it  is  a  very  good  section.    I  valued  it  at  $15  an 
acre ;  a  total  of  $9,600.    After  I  had  done  that  I  said  to  myself,  can 
you  get  a  man  to  come  up  here  and  pay  $9600  for  it,  and  go  up  on 
those  hills  and  look  at  that  brush.    I  went  over  it  again,  and  con- 
vinced myself  I  was  right.    There  are  good  grasses  growing  up  there, 
but  there  is  very  little  alfileria  and  clover.    There  is  a  good  deal  of 
grass,  wild  oats  and  fox  tail  that  grows  on  Section  30,  and  there  is 
a  limited  amount  of  alfileria  and  clover  in  that  section.     If  I  had 

1974  found  considerable  alfileria  and  clover  on  those  grazing  lands,  I 
would  have  appraised  them  at  a  higher  figure.    I  did  not  intend  to 
give  the  impression  that  the  feed  on  these  ranges  was  not  as  nutri- 
tious as  the  feed  on  those  ranges  further  east.     The  feed  certainly 
has  some  amount  of  nutrition  in  it,  otherwise  it  would  be  worthless. 

1975  The  impression  I  intended  to  convey  was  that  the  feed  on  those 
ranges  was  not  particularly  nutritious  in   comparison  with  other 
ranges  that  I  knew  of.    The  feed  will  not  fatten  cattle  in  prime  con- 
dition.   You  can  kill  anything  in  the  line  of  cattle,  but  the  quality 
will  not  be  there  in  stock  fed  off  of  those  ranges  entirely.    I  know 
that  the  Western  Meat  Co.,  bought  stock  off  those  ranges  and  slaugh- 
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tered  them,  but  there  are  several  grades  of  meat.  There  is  the  high- 
class  article  that  sells  for  high  prices  in  the  market.  High-class  meat 
that  the  best  hotels  demand.  There  are  other  grades  of  meat  that  1976 
do  not  command  such  high  prices,  and  that  is  the  quality  that  comes 
off  the  Calaveras  range;  the  kind  that  is  fed  with  ordinary  feed.  I 
don't  think  I  could  say  what  a  steer  will  add  in  weight  during  an 
average  season  if  allowed  to  graze  on  those  hill  ranges.  1977 

There  is  no  difference  between  the  production  of  alfileria  and 
clover  between  this  land  and  the  land  around  Mt.  Hamilton,  and  the 
Morrow  land  for  instance.  From  my  observations  of  the  Morrow  ranch, 
I  would  say  that  it  would  be  about  the  same  quantity  of  alfileria 
and  clover.  I  expect  Mr.  Morrow  markets  his  cattle  for  slaughtering 
directly  from  his  mountain  ranges.  I  know  men  who  import  cattle, 
not  in  prime  condition,  and  who  made  more  money  on  those  pur- 
chases than  men  who  bought  cattle  in  prime  condition.  The  man 
who  sold  them  also  made  money,  because  he  got  them  off  his  range 
and  off  his  feed,  and  it  left  him  the  feed  for  other  stock  coming  in 
on  his  range,  and  he  got  a  fair  price  for  his  article.  I  know  Mr. 
Beverson  personally.  I  expect  he  sold  cattle  directly  from  his  range 
to  be  slaughtered.  He  ranged  stock  all  through  there.  I  knew  him 
20  years  ago.  I  never  knew  Mr.  Castle,  but  I  heard  of  him.  I  expect 
he  marketed  cattle  directly  to  the  slaughter  houses  without  placing  1978 
them  on  other  feed.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is,  the  feed  on  these 
ranges  is  not  particularly  nutritious.  I  think  a  man  could  make  a 
financial  success  off  of  those  ranges  if  he  got  the  land  cheap,  and 
did  not  over-stock  it.  There  is  feed  there  that  will  enable  a  man 
to  carry  on  a  stock  business  successfully.  I  consider  the  range  that 
Morrow  bought  from  Snell  better  grazing  land  than  the  Calaveras 
Valley.  I  think  it  will  produce  more  alfileria  and  clover  than  this 
Calaveras  country.  There  are  some  valleys  on  the  Snell  place  that 
will  produce  alfileria  and  clover  and  other  varieties  of  grasses  that 
are  not  found  in  the  Calaveras  ranges.  1979 

I  will  take  the  hills  of  the  Snell  ranch  as  a  fair  average  of  the 
Calaveras  hills.  If  you  take  in  the  valley  you  have  a  little  better 
range  than  the  hill  range.  Mr.  Morrow  uses  the  portion  of  Hall's 
Valley  which  he  purchased  from  Mr.  Snell  as  a  range.  He  has  his 
cattle  there.  He  brands  them  there,  and  he  takes  care  of  them  in 
that  particular  place.  His  corrals  are  there  for  that  purpose.  I  ..QgQ 
don't  know  whether  Mr.  Morrow  raises  his  cattle  in  Hall's  Valley 
or  not,  but  I  saw  some  there  about  two  weeks  ago.  Hall's  Valley 
and  the  Snell  ranch  are  owned  by  Mr.  Morrow.  I  don't  think  Mr. 
Morrow  has  leased  any  part  of  his  range  to  anybody  else.  I  assume, 
and  likely  so  I  think,  that  those  cattle  I  saw  in  the  valley  at  that 
time  belonged  to  Mr.  Morrow.  I  don't  know  how  long  they  had  been 
off  the  hill  range.  I  don't  know  where  they  were  fattened. 
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My  information  regarding  the  grasses  that  grow  in  Hall's 
Valley,  and  not  on  Calaveras  ranges,  was  obtained  by  looking  at 
it.  Some  grasses  that  do  not  grow  on  the  Calaveras  lands  are  bunch 
grass,  and  wild  rye  grasses,  and  grass  that  looks  like  cheat  grass.  It 
grows  up  rank  and  green  with  a  head  on  it  like  rye,  and  those  other 
grasses  that  grow  around  in  places  where  water  is  close  to  the 
surface.  This  land  showed  no  appearance  of  having  been  irrigated. 
The  portion  of  the  valley  where  these  cattle  were  would  be  about 
400  or  500  acres  of  valley  down  below  the  house,  and  from  there  up 
to  the  road,  passing  by  Hubbard's  house,  and  extending  into  the 
toe  of  the  slope  of  the  hills,  coming  from  the  east  and  going  down 

1981  by  San  Felipe  Creek  on  that  side;  I  saw  some  cattle  on  the  Cala- 
veras lands  that  were  in  fair  condition.     They  were  on  the  floor 
of  the  valley.    I  was  there  about  a  month  prior  to  the  time  that  I 
saw  them  on  the  floor  of  the  valley  in  the  latter  part  of  July.    The 
hay  was  cut  during  the  month  of  May,  the  latter  part  of  May.     I 
think  some  was  cut  in  the  latter  part  of  June.    I  assume  that  these 
cattle  were  in  fair  condition  when  they  were  put  upon  the  stubble 
on  the  floor  of  the  valley,  because  this  was  more  than  an  average 
year  in  those  hills  and  the  grass  was  very  good.     I  would  not  say 
they  were  in  a  prime  condition.     There  are  seasons  when  there  is 
sufficient  nutrition  in  the  grass  on  those  ranges  to  put  cattle  in  fair 
condition,  emphasizing  fair  condition.     The   emphasis  means  that 
my  assumption  in  the  beginning  was  that  you  could  not  produce  a 

1982  prime  article  of  beef  from  the  Calaveras  hills.     I  intended  to  say 
that  that  feed  would  not  get  cattle  into  prime  condition.     I  said 
that  I  considered  the  Snell  ranch  that  Mr.  Morrow  purchased  was 
better  land,  and  would  get  cattle  in  better  condition  than  the  hill 
land  of  Calaveras  would.    I  never  received  any  information  regard- 
ing the  marketing  of  Mr.  Morrow's  cattle  directly  to  the  slaughter 
house  from  that  mountain  ranch.    In  my  opinion,  acre  for  acre,  the 
feed  is  not  as  good  on  the  hills  at  an  elevation  as  high  as  the  Morrow 
ranch  as  it  is  acre  for  acre  on  the  Calaveras  lands.    I  am  referring 
to  that  portion  of  the  Morrow  ranch  which  is  about  at  an  equal 
elevation  with  the  Calaveras  land.     It  is  that  portion  in  Hall's 
Valley,  and  that  region  along  there  which  I  take  for  granted  is 
about  the  same  elevation  as  the  hill  ranges  in  the  Calaveras.     Look- 
ing at  it  from  Poverty  Ridge,  it  looks  to  be  somewhat  lower.     The 
portion  of  the  Morrow  ranch  which  lies  back  of  Mt.  Hamilton  is 

1983  higher.    I  consider  it  a  good  deal  higher.    The  elevation  of  Mt.  Ham- 
ilton is  something  over  4000  feet.    The  top  of  Mt.  Day  is  a  little  over 
3000  feet.    The  feed  on  the  slopes,  the  south  and  west  slopes  of  those 
ridges,  dried  out  early  in  the  season.     The  south  and  west  slopes 
during  the  time  it  is  green,  produces  the  richest  feed.    I  do  not  know 
of  any  range  where  the  feed  does  not  dry  out  on  the  southerly  and 
westerly  slopes.    They  are  all  the  same.    I  didn't  point  that  condi- 
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tion  out  as  a  defect  in  the  Calaveras  range  more  than  in  any  other 
range.  In  grading  the  land  and  looking  at  it,  I  estimated  the  area 
that  might  dry  out  early.  That  would  be  a  disadvantage.  There 
are  considerable  areas  of  very  shallow  soil,  and  where  the  bedrock 
is  very  close  on  those  slopes,  that  area  will  dry  out  a  little  earlier 
than  when  there  is  more  depth  of  soil,  where  the  grass  gets  a  firmer 
root  in  the  soil.  In  very  many  cases  it  is  characteristic  of  grazing 
land  in  that  easterly  range  of  mountains  where  rock  does  come  quite 
close  to  the  surface.  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  land  which  slopes 
to  the  west  and  south  in  this  group  is  any  poorer  than  the  land 
of  a  similar  nature  to  be  found  all  through  those  mountains.  The 
best  land  in  these  ranges  are  the  lands  that  face  to  the  south  and  1984 
west,  providing  there  is  depth  enough  of  soil  on  those  slopes  to  keep 
the  grass  green  later  in  the  season. 

In  plot  6  of  the  Rancho  El  Valle  de  San  Jose,  from  Welch  Creek 
on,  there  is  some  good  depth  of  soil  in  that  pasture  that  does  not 
dry  out  so  early.  You  will  find  green  grass  on  the  westerly  and 
southerly  slopes.  You  go  up  above  the  dam,  and  find  the  same 
slopes  are  pretty  dry  in  the  month  of  May.  Cattle  men  set  off  large 
areas  of  range  of  that  kind  where  the  feed  is  dry,  and  graze  it  later 
in  the  season  when  it  is  thoroughly  dry.  I  tried  to  give  the  im- 
pression that  the  feed  that  dried  up,  the  feed  that  got  stunted  and 
did  not  again  revive  and  grow  to  maturity,  was  not  as  good  as  the 
feed  that  did  grow  to  maturity  and  dried  up  afterwards.  It  is  a 
well-known  fact  among  stock  men  that  the  feed  that  grows  on  those 
slopes  is  not  a  mature  feed  in  the  months  of  April  and  May.  It 
should  get  growing  fully  to  the  last  of  May  to  mature ;  then  dry 
it  out  and  it  is  the  finest  feed  that  you  could  ever  put  before  stock, 
but  the  sun  will  dry  out  this  feed  while  it  is  in  the  soft  state  and  1985 
not  mature,  and  there  is  very  little  nutrition  in  that  kind  of  feed 
after  it  is  dried  out.  A  good  deal  of  that  condition  prevails  along 
those  slopes.  I  did  not  intend  to  knock  those  slopes  particularly  any 
more  than  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  quality  of  grass  will 
not  be  produced  there  on  a  depth  of  soil  sufficient  to  resist  the  heat 
of  the  sun  that  might  come  in  the  latter  part  of  May.  In  the  month 
of  May  all  that  portion  of  the  Mocho  traversed  by  the  Mines  road 
from  Livermore  going  toward  Mt.  Hamilton  will,  in  an  ordinary 
year,  be  green  in  the  month  of  May,  from  Wilson's  place  clear  back 
to  the  end  of  the  Taraville  Creek,  that  is  on  those  ridges  facing 
south  and  west,  and  they  have  the  depth  of  soil.  They  stay  green 
right  along  right  into  the  month  of  May.  We  generally  harvest  in 
that  section  in  May.  If  you  allow  hay  to  get  dry  in  that  sense  of 
the  word,  you  will  get  a  mighty  poor  quality.  You  have  to  cut  hay 
with  a  color  in  it,  otherwise,  you  won't  get  any  price  for  it.  We 
cut  it  about  the  10th  to  the  15th  of  May  in  a  very  green  state.  If  1986 
we  let  it  go  longer  it  would  get  white  and  dry.  That  is  on  cultivated 
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land.  The  natural  grasses  on  the  westerly  and  southerly  slopes  of 
the  ridge  in  an  ordinary  year,  from  the  points  I  have  mentioned 
above  Taraville  Creek,  will  be  in  a  fair  state  of  verdure  in  May. 
I  do  not  know  Marin  County.  I  do  not  know  the  Berkeley  hills  to 
any  great  extent.  I  have  seen  them  though,  and  I  assume  there  is 
some  fertile  soil  up  there.  They  are  moistened  to  some  extent  by  the 
fogs  in  this  locality.  Whether  or  not  they  are  green  at  the  end  of 
May  will  depend  on  the  kind  of  season  there  has  been  previous  to 
that  month.  The  color  usually  begins  to  turn  at  that  time.  Whether 
they  are  green  or  not  at  the  end  of  May  depends  upon  the  season. 

1987  Calaveras  is  quite  favored,  so  far  as  rainfall  is  concerned,  much 
more  than  the  Mocho  country. 

In  the  Calaveras  lands,  with  the  hot  weather  striking  you  on 
those  slopes  in  Sections  28  and  27,  and  20,  and  on  the  tops  of  those 
ridges  around  the  areas  where  the  soil  is  shallow,  and  you  get  a  hot 
spell  in  the  month  of  April,  that  feed  will  turn  and  get  dry.  I  can- 
not remember  any  place  in  my  notes  where  I  said  the  feed  on  that 
range  would  be  good  late  in  the  season,  or  even  the  first  of  June,  but 
I  think  I  did  mention  that  somewhere.  On  Sections  24  and  29,  and 
along  that  ridge,  I  consider  that  a  pretty  good  piece  of  feed.  If  I 
didn't  say  it  before  I  say  it  now.  If  the  entire  Calaveras  range  was 
composed  of  that  sort  of  feed,  it  would  come  pretty  near  to  putting 
cattle  in  prime  condition.  There  is  some  feed  on  that  range  that  is 
good  enough  to  put  cattle  in  prime  condition.  That  is  the  very 
best  part  of  the  Calaveras  range,  the  point  I  have  named. 

1988  My  vaiuation  of  Section  19,  A-241,  was  $10  and  $12.    This  ap- 
praisement was  based  upon  the  fact  that  Section   19.   containing 
634.08  acres,  and  that  portion  in  Santa  Clara  County  is  dealt  with 
here.     The  south  half  of  this  section  is  on  the  northerly  slope  of 
Arroyo  Honda  Creek  in  the  southwest  quarter.     It  is  very  steep, 
with  some  rocks ;  traversed  by  two  deep  ravines  running  north  from 
the  creek.     The  westerly  portion  along  the  easterly  line  of  Section 
24  has  some  tracts  of  very  good  pasture  land;  balance  of  tract 
being  light  soil  close  to  surface.    There  is  some  of  that  good  pasture 
land  along  the  slopes  toward  La  Honda.     The  next  half  of  that 
section  is  the  $10  land.    This  half  section  is  the  top  of  Oak  Ridge. 
The  Mount  Day  road  crosses  the  northeast  corner  of  the  northeast 
quarter.     The  drainage  is  mostly  into  Arroyo  Honda.     The  upper 
reaches  of  the  deep  ravine  forms  open  slopes  through  the  tract.  Loca- 
tion high,  windy  and  cold,  suitable  for  pasture  only.    The  soil  dark 
clay  loam,  with  numerous  rocks  showing  above  the  surface.     Good 
pasture  and  spring  in  the  northeast  quarter.     There  is  a  series  of 
swales  on  the  top  of  the  hill  where  those  ravines  end  up  there,  and 
is  mostly  facing  the  south  and  the  west.     The  other  land  faces  the 
south  almost  entirely.    I  could  not  tell  you  how  many  acres  of  this 
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good  pasturage  there  is,  but  if  I  was  on  the  ground  I  could  make      1989 
a  pretty  good  guess.    The  good  grasses  are  all  in  Section  19. 

Another  section  was  24,  parcel  225,  320  acres.  This  appraise- 
ment is  based  upon  the  theory  that  the  south  half  contains  320  acres 
of  land.  Considerable  of  the  area  of  this  tract  is  in  the  creek  bed 
of  the  Arroyo  Honda,  and  of  a  very  gravelly  formation.  That  por- 
tion north  of  Arroyo  Honda  extends  to  the  Alameda  County  line. 
Open  pasture,  with  some  oak  trees;  clay  formation.  Owing  to  its 
accessibility  it  is  the  best  tract  of  pasture  land  in  this  locality.  The 
feed  is  pretty  good  too.  I  would  not  have  put  $25  an  acre  on  it  if  it 
was  not  pretty  good  feed.  The  north  half  of  that  section  also  pro- 
duces good  feed.  That  is  part  of  225,  320  acres,  a  portion  of  parcel 
225,  Map  16,  is  right  above  the  dam.  This  half  section  is  good  open  1990 
pasture  land,  with  good  open  benches,  and  well  protected  place  for 
stock.  Northwest  corner  of  section  near  powerhouse  on  west  bank 
of  Arroyo  Honda  Creek  at  dam.  Considerable  area  of  west  portion 
of  tract  in  Calaveras  Creek.  Small  area  could  be  cultivated.  Two 
good  springs  on  this  half  of  the  section.  Good  open  pasture  land. 
The  price  on  that  was  $20.  That  faces  to  the  south  and  west.  There 
is  some  alfileria  and  clover  on  that.  It  is  a  pretty  fair  section.  That 
is  one  of  the  sections  I  referred  to  a  few  moments  ago  which  would 
put  cattle  in  pretty  good  condition.  Those  are  the  three  best  sec- 
tions in  the  whole  Calaveras  range.  I  don't  think  there  are  any 
other  sections  that  will  put  cattle  in  prime  condition.  I  state  this 
as  a  stock  man  based  upon  my  examination  of  the  land.  The  200 
acres  of  parcel  225,  which  I  valued  at  $10  an  acre,  I  describe  as  a 
portion  of  Section  13,  township  5  south,  range  1  east.  The  south 
half  of  the  southeast  quarter  of  this  section  is  traversed  by  the  Mount 
Day  road.  It  is  fairly  open  pasture  with  some  springs  on  it.  The 
west  half  of  the  southwest  quarter  has  the  Calaveras  dam  site  on 
it,  and  is  rough,  steep  and  brushy;  the  Arroyo  Honda  at  this  point 
narrows  into  a  deep  gorge.  That  portion  lying  west  of  Arroyo 
Honda-Calaveras  Creek,  is  deep  and  traversed  by  deep  ravines. 
The  south  half  of  the  southeast  quarter  is  very  good  pasture.  The  1991 
west  half  of  the  southwest  quarter  is  where  the  dam  is.  It  gets 
brushy  down  towards  the  creek.  Down  the  creek  below  the  dam  it 
gets  very  brushy  and  very  rocky.  There  is  an  area  on  the  benches 
where  the  power  line  goes  over  that  is  fairly  good  pasture,  but  the 
balance  of  the  area  toward  the  creek,  and  east,  is  very  steep  and 
rough.  There  are  80  acres  there  of  good  pasture,  and  about  80  acres 
of  fair  pasture.  It  is  going  to  be  hard  to  make  80  acres  of  good 
pasture  in  that  piece.  The  80  acres  of  good  pasture  is  worth  about 
$15.  It  might  be  worth  $20.  That  was  pretty  good  pasture  in  there. 
The  80  acres  of  poor  pasture  is  worth  about  $7.50.  The  remainder 
of  the  200  acres  is  worth  just  enough  to  make  $2000  if  you  add  them 
all  together.  That  would  be  minus.  It  figures  up  that  way,  but 
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if  I  had  you  on  the  ground,  I  could  explain  to  you  the  difference 

1992  between  the  good  and  the  bad,  better  than  I  can  sitting  here. 

The  next  subdivision  of  that  parcel,  240  acres,  part  of  the  north 
half  of  Section  23,  township  5  south,  range  1  east.  The  northeast 
quarter  of  this  section  is  within  the  contour  of  the  Calaveras  Reser- 
voir, and  the  northeast  corner  is  located  near  the  present  power- 
house used  for  the  construction  of  the  Calaveras  dam.  About  50% 
of  this  quarter  is  fit  for  cultivation,  and  would  produce  fair  crops 
of  hay ;  balance  of  this  quarter  rises  abruptly  west  of  the  Calaveras 
road  and  is  steep  and  brushy  with  a  few  open  patches.  The  north 
half  of  the  northwest  quarter  is  well  up  towards  the  top  of  the 
ridge;  traversed  by  two  deep  ravines  running  east,  the  slopes  of 
which  are  mostly  covered  with  dense  growths  of  underbrush  and 
only  fit  for  pasture,  and  very  poor.  Value  $22.50  an  acre. 

The  80  acres  of  tillable  land  is  right  along  the  road  as  you 
come  along  the  valley  toward  the  dam.  The  value  is  about  $35  an 
acre.  That  value  is  just  recollection.  I  have  not  the  notes.  I  made 
all  those  calculations  on  the  ground  on  scratch  tablets,  and  figured 
them  out,  and  arrived  at  the  value  for  the  whole  tract. 

80  acres  of  the  next  land  was  the  part  described  as  the  balance 
of  this  quarter  rising  abruptly  above  Calaveras  road;  steep  and 

1993  brushy,  and  with  few  open  patches.    My  recollection  of  that  right 
now  is  that  it  was  not  worth  over  $8  an  acre. 

The  next  80  acres  in  the  same  240  is  worth  less.  These  figures 
may  not  arrive  at  my  calculation  of  the  value,  but  I  would  say  that 
it  is  not  worth  over  $7.50.  You  cannot  expect  that  those  figures 
will  be  accurate  here  at  this  distance  from  the  ground,  but  I  know 
that  $22.50  is  very  good  value  for  it. 

The  next  subdivision  of  that  parcel  is  600  acres.  There  is  about 
200  acres  of  very  good  pasture  in  Se-ction  14.  I  could  not  tell  you 
how  much  is  tillable.  You  can  cultivate  those  benches  on  the  right 
of  the  road  up  there,  and  there  are  areas  up  towards  the  top  of 
the  hill  that  you  can  also  cultivate,  where  the  spring  is.  There  are 
about  100  acres,  probably  120.  It  is  worth  from  $25  to  $30.  The 
200  acres  of  pasture  land  would  include  the  100  acres  of  tillable 
land.  I  would  have  80  acres  of  pasture  land  in  addition  to  the  till- 

1994  able  land.    It  is  worth  about  $10.    It  is  fairly  good  pasture  land. 
The  description  of  that  land  was  for  pasture  land  altogether,  and 
it  covered  the  entire  area  of  open  land  on  that  tract.    I  said  it  is 
good  pasture  land.    How  could  80  acres  be  good  for  cultivation  if 
it  is  not  good  pasture  land,  but  there  is  a  lot  of  brush  up  there  to 
the  west  that  is  rough,  brushy  and  steep,  and  sto^k  do  not  get  into 
it.    The  80  acres  might  be  worth  more  than  $10  an  acre.    I  cannot 
segregate  this  land  sitting  here  at  the  table.     I  sat  on  the  tops  of 
those  hills  and  figured  out  how  many  acres  of  good  stuff  there  was 
and  how  many  acres  of  poor  stuff.    I  did  have  all  the  notes.    I  turned 
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them  into  the  stenographer  at  the  city  hall,  and  she  wrote  them  up. 
After  they  were  written  up,  there  was  no  more  use  for  them,  and  I 
threw  them  in  the  waste  basket.  I  had  notes,  and  notes  upon  notes. 
The  remainder  of  the  600  acres  is  rough  and  brushy.  It  would  come 
pretty  near  figuring  400  acres.  I  could  not  tell  you  the  exact  pro-  1995 
portion  I  took  in  my  calculation  when  I  made  up  those  figures.  I 
cannot  teH  what  figure  I  put  on  the  400  acres,  but  I  arrived  at  a 
valuation  of  $15  an  acre  for  that  section  of  land,  $9,600,  and  that  is 
a  good  valuation.  I  could  tell  you  all  about  it  if  I  had  you  on  the 
ground.  200  acres  are  good  pasture  land.  The  remaining  400  acres 
is  of  some  value,  but  you  have  to  find  the  greatest  value  in  that 
section  on  the  200  acres  of  land  on  the  east  side  of  the  section.  The 
remaining  400  acres  varies  in  price  from  $5  up  to  probably  $7.  There 
are  places  there  that  are  not  worth  anything  for  pasture.  It  is 
jungle,  and  you  could  not  get  through  it.  I  don't  know  of  any  other 
range  of  the  same  size  to  my  knowledge.  You  can  leave  Sunol  and  1996 
go  up  to  the  upper  end  of  Calaveras  where  you  will  find  more  brush 
than  on  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,  land.  I  know  all  the  ranges 
over  the  Mocho,  and  over  the  Arroyo  Valle,  and  Corral  Hollow,  and 
on  Hospital  Creek,  and  on  Arroyo  Porto  Creek.  I  am  including  the 
Calaveras  lands  owned  by  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,  from  Sunol 
up,  and  I  am  qualified  to  state  that  there  are  none  of  the  ranges  I 
know  that  have  brush  on  them  equal  to  the  density  of  the  brush  on 
these  ranges.  I  am  speaking  of  the  lands  up  in  the  Calaveras,  and 
the  west  side  of  the  Arroyo  Honda  Creek,  and  along  the  west  side 
of  the  Alameda  Creek.  The  lands  west  from  Section  16  from  Men- 
dozas ;  the  lands  west  of  the  dam ;  the  lands  on  Section  10,  the  lands 
on  Section  11,  and  portions  of  Section  23  have  more  dense  brush 
on  them  than  any  range  I  know  in  California,  and  I  have  valued 
them  for  every  dollar  they  are  worth,  fairly,  squarely  and  honestly.  1997 
I  base  my  value  upon  range  lands  on  the  theory  that  as  a  whole 
the  lands  had  more  dense  brush  on  them  than  any  other  cattle  range 
I  know  of.  I  still  feel  friendly  to  the  property,  and  I  believe  I  have 
shown  it. 

The  next  80  acres  is  in  Section  11.  There  are  some  patches 
there  that  could  be  cultivated  around  the  gate  that  you  go  through 
going  up.  I  put  $15  on  that ;  the  balance  is  very  brushy.  About  10 
acres  could  be  cultivated.  There  is  a  portion  below  the  ridge,  where 
the  county  road  goes  into  the  creek,  that  is  just  as  steep  and  brushy 
as  a  part  of  the  600  acres.  There  is  about  10  acres  at  the  gate  that 
is  pretty  level  and  open  on  top  of  the  hill,  the  balance  of  it  is  pretty 
rough.  It  is  just  about  the  same  as  the  400  acres.  The  10  acres  is 
worth  about  $25  or  $30.  My  valuation  is  based  upon  the  theory  that  1998 
10  acres  can  be  cultivated.  Of  the  next  piece,  120  acres,  the  80  acres 
in  Section  15  is  fairly  level  and  lies  east  of  County  Road  2518.  The 
soil  is  light  decomposed  sand  rock,  very  shallow  and  stony;  about 
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70%  tillable,  and  suitable  for  hay  and  grain,  which  would  probably 
produce  light  crops  only.  The  40  acres  in  section  16  is  open,  hilly, 
and  very  poor.  It  is  very  light  soil  up  there,  and  very  light  crops 
would  be  produced.  It  is  a  sandy  land  made  from  decomposed  sand 
rocks  in  that  country  around  Mission  Creek  in  those  hills.  A  fine 

1999  black  loam  in  the  bed  of  the  valley  is  made  from  the  same  material 
after  it  is  washed  down  with  the  floods  and  pulverized  into  a  fine 
silt  or  powder,  and  mixed  with  other  ingredients  that  come  from 
the  bottoms  of  these  ravines  where  there  are  shales  and  sand  rocks 
of  different  kinds;  that  kind  of  material  makes  a  very  fine  soil.     It 
gets  mixed  up  together.    You  will  find  very  few  patches  of  it. 

2000  There  is  some  good  soil  on  the  Brandt-Hansen  place.    I  cannot 
call  to  mind  any  other  place  that  has  got  extra  good  soil  on  it.    It 
did  not  strike  me  as  strange  at  having  found  all  the  black  loam  in 
the  valley  and  none  on  the  hills,  because  I  know  the  way  that  that 
black  loam  was  made.    When  this  sandstone  gets  decomposed,  gets 
washed  by  the  waters  and  drifts  into  those  creeks,  and  passes  over 
those  shales,  and  is  pulverized  after  traveling  these  rock  bottoms 
of  these  creeks,  and  is  deposited  in  those  valleys,  it  becomes  good 
soil.    I  cannot  explain  the  chemical  method  of  doing  it,  but  I  know 
that  is  the  way  that  these  soils  must  be  made,  because  I  know  the 
country  west  of  Calaveras  is  this  kind  of  land,  and  I  have  the  im- 
pression that  that  is  the  result  of  these  floods  that  come  down  from 
there.    It  passes  over  these  shale  stones,  this  sand  and  clay,  and  it 
all  gets  mixed  and  forms  a  soil  like  you  have  in  the  Calaveras  Valley. 
The  poor  soil  on  the  hill,  when  washed  down,  and  carried  along 
those  ravines,  becomes  good  soil  in  the  valley.    I  think  that  opinion 
will  be  borne  out  by  the  different  valleys  in  California,  because  the 

2001  soil  of  these  valleys  must  have  come  from  those  rocky  hills.    At  some 
time  or  other  there  must  have  been  something  there  that  stopped  the 
flow,  that  some  of  this  sediment  got  deposited  in  those  places  and 
stopped  there,  and  left  that  kind  of  soil.     This  is  my  impression 
in-so-far  as  where  good  soil  is  found. 

With  reference  to  the  120  acres  where  70%  of  the  total  is  till- 
able, the  remaining  30%  is  not  worth  much.  It  has  ledges  of  sand- 
stone, and  is  not  tillable.  These  ledges  are  in  the  way.  They  are 
not  a  benefit  to  the  land.  They  are  in  the  way  of  cultivation.  I 
think  the  whole  value  is  in  that  70%.  The  whole  120  acres  is  not 
worth  $25  an  acre.  Taken  as  a  whole  I  think  a  man  could  sell  that 
tract  of  land  for  $3000.  $3000  is  represented  in  the  entire  120  acres. 

2002  I  arrived  at  the  valuation  of  $25  an  acre  by  looking  it  over,  and 
figuring  what  it  was  worth;  looking  at  the  crops  that  were  on  it, 
where  it  was  farmed.    The  70%  is  not  worth  $25  an  acre.    There  are 
some  places  where  the  soil  is  light.     The  entire  tract  is  worth  $25 
an  acre,  or  $3000  for  the  whole.    The  70%  is  worth  more  than  $25 
an  acre.    I  segregated  it  right  down  on  the  ground,  and  figured  up 

554 


Callaghan 

SPRING  VALLEY  WATER  CO.  VS.  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OP  SAN  FRANCISCO 

the  values  there,  and  put  it  down  at  $25  an  acre.    I  had  my  notes 
and  destroyed  them. 

The  next  parcel,  160  acres,  I  valued  in  three  acreages.  The  40 
acres  in  the  northwest  corner  is  nearly  all  cultivatable  except  what 
is  in  the  creek.  There  is  a  ravine  running  down  about  the  junction 
of  the  other  40  that  comes  up  from  the  west  and  is  rather  steep.  Of 
the  120  acres  in  the  northwest  quarter,  75%  is  tillable;  the  balance 
is  waste  land,  with  sandstone  ledges  showing  above  the  surface. 
Lands  suitable  for  hay  and  grain  only.  It  is  all  covered  with  big 
rocks.  There  are  fences  there  built  with  rocks.  There  are  big  rock 
piles.  It  is  not  near  as  good  land  as  the  land  in  Section  15.  I  don't  2003 
know  what  the  75%  is  worth.  It  is  not  very  good  soil.  I  did  not 
put  a  value  on  the  75%.  I  used  these  figures  just  to  bring  to  my 
mind  the  description  of  that  place  so  I  could  remember  it  again. 
There  was  only  40  acres  in  Section  16,  and  there  are  80  acres  in 
Section  15.  It  is  not  as  good  as  those  last  two  parcels.  The  240  acre 
subdivision,  second  in  parcel  225,  which  I  valued  at  $22.50,  is  worth 
50%  as  much  as  the  Brandt-Hansen  tract.  There  is  some  pretty 
good  land  there  where  you  come  down  through  that  road.  I  put  2004 
$35  on  the  Brandt-Hansen  tract  as  a  whole,  and  $22.50  on  this,  so 
there  is  just  that  difference.  I  consider  it  is  worth  50%  as  much 
as  the  Brandt-Hansen  piece.  320  acres  the  north  half  of  Section  24 
is  good  open  pasture  land  and  several  benches ;  well  protected  places 
for  stock.  The  northwest  corner  of  section  near  powerhouse  on 
the  west  bank  of  Arroyo  Honda  Creek  at  the  dam ;  considerable  area 
of  west  portion  of  the  tract  in  Calaveras  Creek  bed ;  some  areas  could 
be  cultivated.  Two  good  springs  on  this  half-section,  $20  per  acre. 

I  do  not  think  there  is  any  land  in  the  north  half  of  Section  24 
that  is  as  poor  as  some  of  those  rocky  points  on  the  Brandt-Hansen 
place,  where  this  a-268  adjoins  it.  It  is  better  than  that  portion 
of  the  Brandt-Hansen  property  which  I  valued  at  $15  an  acre. 
The  northeast  quarter  of  24  is  open  upland;  fairly  good  pasture  on 
it,  with  the  exception  of  one  or  two  little  patches  of  brush  that  are 
on  the  slopes  toward  the  road  that  comes  up  toward  the  Mount 
Day  road.  It  is  somewhat  similar  to  the  $15  an  acre  land  in  the  2005 
Brandt-Hansen  piece,  but  not  so  many  rocks  as  there  are  in  that  corner 
of  the  Brandt-Hansen  place  where  a-268  adjoins  it.  I  would  say 
that  it  is  about  similar  land  so  far  as  pasture  would  be  concerned. 
Comparing  320  acres  of  the  north  half  of  Section  24  with  240  acres 
of  the  north  half  of  Section  23,  on  the  240  acres  there  is  considerable 
land  that  can  be  farmed  down  next  to  the  creek.  It  is  level  and 
on  the  flat,  and  where  the  junction  of  these  ravines  come  from  the 
west  in  towards  the  creek,  it  is  pretty  good  land.  The  north  half 
of  the  240  higher  up  on  the  east  side  of  the  creek  is  a  purely  pasture 
proposition.  It  is  parcel  E-241  on  Map  16 ;  $8  an  acre.  I  valued  the  2006 
land  in  225  on  the  northwest  corner  of  E-241  at  $20.  I  valued  the 
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land  in  225  directly  north  of  E-241  at  $20.  I  valued  the  land  in 
225,  imediately  east  of  a  portion  of  E-241  at  $22.50  an  acre.  I  valued 
320,  which  lies  against  E-241,  at  $50.  I  guess  that  is  the  price.  I 
valued  327,  which  touches  E-241  on  the  south  at  $20,  and  I  valued 
W-268,  which  touches  E-241  on  the  south  and  west  at  $30,  and  I 
valued  E-241  at  $8.  I  have  got  it  surrounded  by  land  that  is  worth 
from  $20  to  $50.  $8  is  every  dollar  that  E-241  is  worth.  If  you 
will  observe  on  the  map  where  these  ravines  come  up  on  the  con- 
tour from  the  reservoir;  there  are  two  projecting  in  there  through 
that  parcel,  and  they  are  rough  and  brushy.  The  ravines  go  clear 
up  through  the  land.  The  head  of  the  upper  ravine  that  is  on  the 
northerly  portion  of  241  is  up  on  the  upper  end  of  the  Weller  place. 
I  fell  down  on  the  Bland  land.  I  put  that  land  too  high.  Sometimes 
some  of  these  lands  would  be  carried  by  the  lands  around  them,  but 
this  piece  would  not  carry  anything,  it  is  all  brush.  That  is  the 
worst ;  there  is  not  as  brushy  a  piece  of  ground  that  I  know  of  any- 
where in  the  Calaveras  Valley  as  that  particular  piece  up  in_that 

2007  canyon.    I  got  the  right  value  on  that.    It  has  got  open  patches  here 
and  there.    There  is  a  ridge  between  those  two  ravines,  but  that  con- 
stitutes the  whole  acreage  on  that  tract.    It  is  very  little.     I  rode 
up  there  on  a  saddle  horse  with  Mr.  Bliss.    It  would  be  a  guess  to 
state  to  you  how  much  that  acreage  is.    There  might  be  possibly  on 
that  ridge,  between  those  two  ravines,  40  or  50  acres,  taking  it  alto- 
gether, that  stock  could  get  some  pasture  from.    This  40  or  50  acres 

2008  would  be  fair  pasture.     It  would  be  worth  from  $10  to  $15;  the 
balance  must  have  had  some  value.    You  cannot  say  that  any  land 
is  entirely  valueless.    It  has  got  some  value  there.    Located  where 
it  is,  it  would  figure  up  probably  $5  an  acre.    The  open  pasture  is  a 
slope  toward  the  east.    It  has  fair  feed  on  it  where  you  come  up 
that  trail.    I  am  not  speaking  of  the  portion  covered  by  the  brush. 
The  open  portion  might  be  worth  a  little  more  than  from  $10  to  $15 
an  acre  in  that  locality.    It  is  close  to  water  in  the  creek.    It  is  fairly 
good  feed.    There  is  a  little  clover,  but  no  alfileria.    I  went  through 

2009  in  the  month  of  May  and  did  not  notice  any  alfileria.    My  best  recol- 
lection of  the  subject  is  that  there  were  some  areas  growing  clover  on 
the  tops  of  the  ridge  along  the  trail,  but  there  are  no  areas  that 
grow  alfileria.    Alfileria  don't  grow  very  much  on  the  lower  slopes. 
We  call  these  slopes  easterly,  anything  sloping  east  by  north.     We 
differentiate  them  by  saying  the  north  slope  of  the  south  slope. 

In  patches  where  the  soil  is  light  on  the  south  slope,  these  grasses 

2010  die  and  dry,  sometimes  in  the  month  of  April. 

The  sections  which  I  stated  would  put  cattle  in  prime  condition, 
are  the  only  sections  on  which  alfileria  and  clover  grow  to  any  appre- 
ciable extent.  I  said  that  on  the  Campbell  place  that  the  good  lands 
will  carry  the  poor  portions.  There  is  not  enough  good  land  around 
E-241  to  carry  the  poor  lands  in  that  tract.  There  is  some  excellent 
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land  in  tract  321,  in  the  292  acres,  but  there  is  no  similar  area  in 
E-241  that  would  carry  it  like  it  would  be  carried  in  321  by  the  good 
land  in  the  valley  below.  I  placed  a  value  on  the  Chabot  lands  of 
$100  an  acre.  I  think  I  stated  that  the  Chabot  lands  would  not  pro-  2011 
duce  a  crop  more  than  once  in  five  years.  It  is  liable  to  do  better 
than  that,  and  it  is  liable  to  do  worse.  It  all  depends  upon  the 
seasons,  and  the  way  the  rains  come  in  the  Fall,  as  to  whether  the 
crop  can  be^^^in  good  condition,  and  the  weather  that  follows 
later  on.  If  the  weather  that  follows  is  of  the  growing  kind,  that 
would  permit  of  the  seed  to  grow  and  get  above  the  ground  before 
the  heavy  rains  come  on,  that  may  throw  a  floor  over  it,  you  are 
liable  to  get  a  fair  crop  out  of  there,  but  if  the  ground  is  sown,  and 
rain  follows  immediately,  and  a  flood  comes  before  the  seed  germi- 
nates, it  will  rot  in  the  ground,  and  when  the  growth  comes,  the 
growth  will  not  be  the  seed  planted,  but  the  native  grasses  that  grow 
on  the  land.  Conditions  have  got  to  be  just  right  in  that  place  to 
make  a  success  of  farming.  The  dry  season  that  you  have,  if  not 
too  dry,  and  you  get  rain  in  the  Spring  after  the  grain  is  up,  you 
will  get  the  best  results.  If  you  get  a  dry  Winter,  and  get  your 
crop  started,  and  get  Spring  rain  on  it  when  it  is  started,  you  are 
liable  to  get  a  crop,  but  if  you  got  a  completely  dry  year  and  no 
Spring  rains,  the  ground  will  crack  and  the  crop  be  a  failure.  The 
poor  results  encountered  in  farming  the  land  will  be  produced  either 
by  excess  of  moisture  or  a  deficiency  of  moisture.  With  ideal  con- 
ditions it  will  produce  a  fair  crop.  2012 

A  fair  crop  of  wheat  will  grow  10  sacks  to  the  acre.  A  fair  crop 
of  barley  will  grow  15  sacks  to  the  acre.  35  sacks  of  barley  to  the 
acre  is  a  very  large  crop.  I  did  not,  during  Mr.  Schween's  exam- 
ination, give  Mr.  Steinhart  any  information  in  regard  to  barley  crops.  2013 
The  information  he  had  was  produced  from  a  book.  35  sacks  of 
barley  to  the  acre  is  a  very  big  crop,  and  land  that  will  produce 
that  number  of  sacks  to  the  acre  would  be  very  valuable  land.  15 
sacks  of  barley  to  the  acre  would  be  a  fair  crop  over  that  entire 
area.  Under  very,  very  favorable  conditions  the  entire  area  would 
produce  in  barley  15  sacks  to  the  acre.  Under  the  conditions  stated 
by  me,  I  doubt  if  it  would  produce  15  sacks  to  the  acre.  I  don't  2014 
think  the  conditions  could  be  ideal  enough  to  produce  that  much 
barley  to  the  acre  off  the  Chabot  ranch.  It  would  be  an  extraordin- 
ary crop  to  get  15  sacks  to  the  acre.  You  might  under  ideal  con- 
ditions get  from  12,000  to  15,000  sacks  of  barley  off  of  that  land, 
but  the  conditions  would  have  to  be  very,  very  favorable.  That 
would  be  10  or  11  sacks  to  the  acre.  I  never  farmed  or  had  anything 
to  do  with  that  land  or  any  similar  land,  under  ideal  or  any  other 
conditions,  and  I  would  not  advise  anybody  to  go  into  that  land  and 
try  to  farm  it  and  sow  it  to  barley  with  the  expectation  of  making  a 
profit  out  of  it. 
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2015  I  remember  on  one  or  two  occasions  seeing  a  fair  crop  of  hay 
there,  but  not  hay  of  the  type  or  quality  that  grows  in  the  hills 
surrounding  the  country.      I  am  referring  to  the  Dougherty  hills 
around  below  it,  and  to  the  hills  above  Santa  Rita,  and  the  hills 
around  Livermore  if  you  will.      It  was  hay  similar  to  the  type  of 
hay  grown  on  all  these  Pleasanton  lands.      The  Pleasanton  lands 
will  not  produce  good  hay.      They  grow  hay  on  them  because  when 
the  crop  gets  seeded  and  gets  drowned  out,  the  crop  comes  on  the 
ground,  they  have  got  to  cut  it  to  get  something  out  of  it,  so  that 
they  cut  it  for  hay.      I  really  don't  think  that  any  farmer  plants 
grain  in  those  lands  with  the  expectation  of  cutting  it  for  hay.    When 
I  saw  this  year's  crop,  the  greater  area  of  that  tract  was  not  seeded, 
and  if  there  was  any  planted,  it  did  not  grow.     My  recollection  is 
that  I  saw  once  or  twice  pretty  good  crops  on  those  lands;  not  on 
all  of  it.      Some  areas  there  won't  grow  crops  under  any  condi- 

2016  tions,  because  there  is  alkali  in  the  soil.      I  am  not  chemist  enough 
to  differentiate  between  the  black  alkali  and  other  kinds  of  alkali 
that  are  there,  but  it  is  the  regular  kind  of  alkali  that  is  in  all  soils 
where  there  is  alkali  in  Livermore  Valley.     There  is  some  white 
alkali  there.    There  is  some  black  alkali  there.    It  is  in  some  of  the 
area  down  in  the  middle  of  the  tract.    You  can't  tell  much  what 
black  alkali  looks  like,  except  for  the  effect  that  it  has  on  the 
growth.    The  soil  in  which  black  alkali  is,  is  a  peculiar  soil  from  the 
other  soils.     Where  the  white  alkali  is,  the  white  alkali  comes  to 
the  surface  and  forms  a  crust  over  the  surface.     The  black  alkali 
does  not  do  that.    It  is  in  the  soil  and  affects  the  growth  of  vege- 

2017  tation.     I  am  not  chemist  enough  to  explain  those  details.     There 
must  be  about  800  acres  of  that  land  in  which  there  was  more  or  less 
black  alkali,  or  about  that  acreage.     About  800  acres  in  which  there 
is  more  or  less  black  alkali.    Areas  of  that  800  acres  are  fairly  impreg- 
nated with  it.     There  are  areas  of  the  tract  that  are  good  land  in 
patches,  but  you  cannot  get  them  together.     They  are  scattered  over 
different  places.    There  are  areas  in  the  northwest  corner  that  are  good 
land.    There  is  an  area  in  the  southwest  corner  along  the  canal,  and 
there  are  areas  up  along  the  road,  west  of  the  road  where  there  is  alfalfa 
in,  that  is  fairly  good  land.    It  is  spotted  all  over  in  different  places. 
There  must  be  at  least  150  acres  free  from  black  alkali.    The  800 
acres  which  are  impregnated  with  black  alkali  have  a  value  agri- 
culturally.   They  grow  hay  on  them  once  in  awhile  in  a  good  season. 
They  get  a  good  crop  when  the  conditions  are  right.    They  are  cer- 
tainly worth  something.     They  are  not  so  impregnated  with  black 
alkali  as  to  be  worthless.    I  did  not  intend  to  convey  any  such  im- 

2018  pression  that  these  areas  of  black  alkali  are  worthless,  if  they  have 
got  alkali  there.     When  I  said  800  acres  of  it  were  impregnated 
with  black  alkali  I  did  not  infer  that  it  was  so  impregnated  as  not 
to  grow  anything.    It  was  not  my  intention  to  create  any  such  im- 
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pression.  Occasionally  you  will  see  a  patch  in  different  localities 
where  there  is  nothing  growing  at  all,  except  some  fuzzy  stuff  that 
grows  out  of  the  ground  and  dries  out  about  that  long  above  the 
ground;  that  I  consider  will  grow  nothing.  That  is  scattered  all 
through  the  tract  in  different  places  so  you  can't  tell  how  much  there 
is.  This  all  has  a  part  in  the  value  of  the  property.  I  could  not  tell 
you  how  many  acres  of  that  kind  there  are.  That  acreage  in  the 
aggregate  does  not  play  any  great  part  in  my  valuation  of  the  entire  2019 
tract.  I  have  given  that  tract  very  careful  consideration  in  fixing 
my  value  on  it. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

The  amount  of  black  alkali  land,  and  the  land  on  which  this 
fuzzy  growth  was,  I  took  into  consideration  in  fixing  the  value  on 
the  entire  land.  I  estimated  its  amount  at  the  time  and  figured  it 
out  and  talked  about  it. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 

I  could  not  tell  you  what  the  area  of  these  spots  are  without  my 
notes.  The  notes  were  the  results  of  these,  and  after  these  were 
made  up  I  destroyed  my  notes.  My  method  was  to  go  over  the  land, 
look  at  it  again  after  knowing  it  for  20  years.  After  seeing  it, 
and  seeing  what  it  would  produce  every  year,  I  went  over  it  again 
carefully  with  a  view  of  placing  a  value  on  it.  I  had  not  done  so 
previous  to  that  time,  having  had  no  occasion  to  do  it,  but  having 
an  occasion  to  do  it,  I  went  over  all  of  it  carefully.  I  took  those 
places  on  which  this  fuzzy  growth  was  into  consideration  in  deter-  2020 
mining  the  value  of  the  property.  I  could  not  tell  you  what  the  area 
was,  but  I  took  them  into  consideration  in  this  way.  As  they  were 
a  part  of  the  whole  I  considered  them  from  every  angle  in  regard  to 
the  Chabot  place,  and  tried  to  see  whether  there  was  any  good  in 
it,  and  whether  it  was  off  and  all  of  that,  I  gave  it  very  careful  con- 
sideration, and  when  I  arrived  at  an  opinion,  I  thought  it  was  worth 
$100  an  acre.  And  I  think  I  am  nearly  right. 


THIRTIETH  HEARING.  SEPTEMBER  3,  1915. 

Witness:    M.  G.  CALLAGHAN,  for  Defendant. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN.  2021 

The  almond  trees  that  had  to  be  removed  were  in  the  Mell 
orchard  on  the  Tesla  road,  about  a  mile  from  Livermore.  They  were 
dug  up  to  put  in  grapes.  Grapes  don't  bloom  as  early  as  almonds  do,  2022 
and  are  thus  more  liable  to  escape  the  frost.  That  is  not  the  country 
where  the  grasses  keep  green  longer  than  in  Calaveras.  That  partic- 
ular country  is  further  south  on  the  creek,  and  at  a  higher  eleva- 
tion. I  think  it  is  colder  there  than  at  the  lower  elevation,  and  the 
climate  would  be  somewhat  similar  to  Calaveras.  It  is  about  the 
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same  location  on  Sections  13  and  19,  and  Section  30  on  the  Mocho 
Ridge. 

Livermore  has  never  been  famous  for  fruit ;  they  do  not  seem 
to  do  very  well  there.  You  will  find  an  orchard  of  apricots  or  a 
few  peach  trees,  but  they  have  not  gone  into  the  orchard  business 
around  Livermore.  I  could  not  tell  whether  that  is  due  to  climatic 
or  soil  conditions.  Mr.  Hatch  practically  went  broke  in  the  fruit 

2023  business  in  Livermore.     My  opinion  is  that  his  failure  was  due  to 
soil  conditions,  and  the  climate  may  also  have  had  something  to  do 
with  it.     The  difficulty  there  is  that  after  a  few  years,  when  an 
orchard  gets  going,  the  bark  on  the  trees  will  crack,  and  a  resin  will 
come  out  and  run  down,  causing  a  defect  in  the  growth  of  a  trunk  of 
a  tree,  and  then  borers  commence.     That  might  be  remedied  by  a 
spray,  but  never  has  been  done.    There  are  a  great  many  ways  of 
taking  care  of  pests  in  orchards  now  that  Mr.  Hatch  didn't  know 
anything  about  20  years  ago;  perhaps  the  difficulties  they  encoun- 
tered could  be  overcome  now  and  better  results  obtained.    I  could 
not  say  whether  it  was  due  to  soil  conditions  or  climatic  conditions. 
The  land  such  as  Hatch  and  Smith  had  in  fruit  sells  for  from  $50  to 
$150  an  acre. 

I  would  not  say  that  the  Calaveras  lands  had  any  advantage 
over  the  Livermore  land  for  fruit  production,  because  I  can  go  to 
Livermore  Valley  and  pick  out  small  orchards  of  that  same  kind  all 
through  the  valley.  Not  on  any  large  scale,  but  small  orchards  that 

2024  are  as  equally  productive.    Those  on  the  Patton,  Priesker  and  Jeffery 
Cullen  places. 

It  is  my  recollection  that  there  were  some  almond  trees  in  the 
Patton  orchard  which  were  in  bloom,  and  apparently  thrifty  when  I 
saw  them.  Almonds  are  the  earliest  bloomers,  and  if  it  could  be 
shown  to  me  that  the  almonds  are  not  affected  by  frost  for  a  period 
of  four  or  five  years,  I  would  say  that  the  climatic  conditions  in  Cala- 
veras were  very  mild.  If  almonds  could  be  produced  successfully 
without  being  affected  by  frost  conditions  for  a  period  of  years,  it 
would  be  quite  a  tribute  to  the  climatic  conditions  of  that  territory. 

2025  Assuming  that  to  be  the  case,  it  would  also  have  an  effect  upon  the 
production  of  alfalfa,  and  a  demonstration  of  that  kind  is  what 
counts. 

You  are  to  assume  that  I  get  at  my  appraisement  of  the  value 
of  this  tract  by  the  fact  that  I  went  over  it,  and  examined  it  care- 
fully, and  noted  the  conditions  on  the  ground,  estimated  the  number 
of  acres  that  could  be  cultivated,  and  the  number  of  acres  that  was 
pasture  land;  also  the  quality  of  the  pasture  on  it,  the  amount  of 
stock  that  it  could  reasonably  carry  for  the  year,  and  the  amount 
of  income  that  the  prospective  purchaser  could  expect  to  get  out  of 
the  land  after  purchasing  it.  With  my  judgment  of  land  and  its  pro- 

2026  duction,  and  my  experience  in  real  estate,  I  think  I  am  perfectly 
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competent  to  arrive  at  that  opinion,  and  to  express  that  opinion,  and 
to  put  it  down  in  figures  as  the  appraised  value  of  the  land.  That 
is  the  only  way  I  can  reason  out  that  you  ought  to  be  able  to  expect 
me  to  tell  the  Court  that  it  is  $10  an  acre,  or  $30  an  acre,  or  $40  an 
acre. 

I  did  subdivide  many  of  these  pieces,  and  I  carried  that  valua- 
tion into  my  report.  Take  for  instance  225;  the  reason  that  came 
to  be  in  six  or  seven  parts  in  that  report  is  that  it  was  all  in  sec- 
tions according  to  the  government  surveys  on  the  first  report.  I 
also  did  the  same  thing  with  321,  the  Campbell  place.  I  divided  that  2027 
into  four  parts. 

I  can  tell  you  how  I  arrived  at  my  value  of  the  Weller  place,  but 
I  won't  guarantee  that  I  can  do  it  exactly,  or  that  my  figures  will 
balance  at  this  distance  from  it.  There  is  some  light  land  around 
the  house  that  would  be  worth  $60  or  $75  an  acre.  It  is  a  small 
tract.  There  are  some  apple  trees,  and  some  other  variety  of  trees 
planted  there,  but  they  are  not  in  very  good  condition.  I  didn't 
notice  any  almond  trees,  or  any  early  blooming  trees.  There  are 
probably  some  peach  trees,  but  I  didn't  see  any  apricots.  Probably 
15  or  20  acres  is  worth  $50  or  $75  an  acre.  Between  180  and  200 
acres  of  that  land  could  be  farmed.  2028 

In  going  over  the  tract,  I  left  the  house  and  walked  westerly 
through  the  ravine  to  the  top  of  the  ridge  between  Milpitas  Valley 
and  the  Calaveras  Valley,  and  took  in  all  of  those  areas  on  the  back, 
and  this  portion  that  extends  over  the  westerly  slope.  I  went  down 
from  the  house  on  this  tract  to  the  north  of  the  ravine  that  carries 
the  water  from  the  big  spring,  until  I  got  to  an  eminence  down  there 
so  I  could  look  down  towards  Calaveras  Valley.  In  coming  up  from 
Calaveras  Valley  on  the  north  side  of  the  place,  I  came  through  Sec- 
tion 23,  and  in  on  the  northeast  corner  of  the  tract  in  Section  22, 
and  got  over  to  this  road.  That  was  going  through  the  place  in  three 
ways  from  three  directions,  and  that  was  the  way  I  sized  it  up.  I 
saw  all  the  tillable  land  on  the  place.  I  do  not  understand  what 
Mr.  Clayton  meant  when  he  said  that  he  saw  the  hay  so  heavy  there 
that  the  sickle  bars  would  not  work,  and  that  they  had  to  put  on 
relays  of  horses.  I  never  saw  that  condition  in  all  my  farming  ex-  2029 
perience.  I  understood  him  to  mean  that  the  grain  was  so  heavy 
that  it  fell  backwards  against  the  front  of  the  swathe,  and  that  men 
had  to  be  put  on  to  throw  it  back,  but  I  never  saw  where  the  horses 
were  driven  so  fast  that  relays  had  to  be  put  on.  I  have  seen  hay 
cut  in  many  places  in  California,  but  I  never  saw  it  so  heavy  that  the 
horses  had  to  stop  very  frequently  in  making  their  rounds.  It  is  my 
opinion  that  no  hay  was  ever  grown  anywhere  that  would  cause 
that  condition. 

Map  18,  Section  6:    My  memorandum  book  shows  a  valuation       2030 
of  $30  per  acre  on  that  whole  section.    Those  notes  were  made  in 
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either  March  or  April,  1914.  The  report  to  the  City  Attorney  was 
turned  in  a  little  before  the  time  when  the  condemnation  suit  was 
postponed.  That  was  in  July  or  August,  1914,  and  it  was  a  report 

2031  similar  to  this  report  we  have  here  now.     These  notes  in  this  book 
may  show  a  valuation  higher  or  lower  than  my  report  to  the  City 
Attorney  shows,  but  in  this  case  my  recollection  is  that  my  report 
to  the  City  Attorney  on  the  value  of  Section  6,  when  it  was  appraised 
by  me  as  a  government  subdivision,  was  something  like  $22.50  an 

2032  acre  for  the  entire  section.     There  were  very  few  changes  made  in 
the  reports.     That  is,  the  report  as  to  the  condemnation  suit,  and 
this  report.    I  don't  think  it  would  amount  to  but  a  very  few  dollars 
in  the  total  appraisement. 

I  said  I  placed  a  higher  value  on  f-268  than  g-268  because  f-268 
is  more  accessible,  and  the  soil  is  better,  and  will  produce  a  heavier 

2033  crop  in  hay  or  grain.    The  soil  on  g-268  is  a  red  soil,  mixed  with 
gravel,  and  is  the  natural  soil  of  the  country.     There  have  been  no 
deposits  on  any  portion  of  it,  except  what  may  have  come  down  in 
the  extreme  northerly  corner.    The  soil  there — g-268 — is  the  native 
soil  of  those  ridges.    The  soil  on  the  King  place,  f-268,  came  from  the 
ravine  that  heads  up  from  the  Levy  place,  c-268. 

Approximately  800  acres  of  the  Chabot  ranch  has  alkali  in  it, 

2034  either  white  or  black.    That  is  my  principal  objection  to  the  land, 
and  the  other  fault  is  that  it  is  low  land  which  is  subject  to  overflow 
from  the  rain  that  falls  on  the  Dougherty  hills.    There  is  no  relation 
between  the  low  condition  and  the  presence  of  alkali,  except  to  this 
extent;  that  being  a  basin  in  which  the  overflow  waters  of  those 
hills  collect,  the  streams  in  some  places  flow  through  patches  of 
alkali,  and  of  course  the  alkali  will  be  deposited  in  the  water  more 
on  that  low  land  than  if  it  were  allowed  to  run  off  quickly.    The  dif- 

2035  ference  between  black  alkali  and  white  alkali  is  this:  White  alkali 
may  be  absent  one  year  entirely,  but  the  next  year  it  may  come  to 
the  surface  rapidly  and  form  a  white  crust  over  the  ground  and  kill 
all  vegetation.    Black  alkali  will  form  on  the  surface  of  the  ground 
and  powder  the  soil.    No  white  color  though.    That  is  the  action  of 
black  alkali  on  the  soil;  that  kills  all  vegetation  when  it  comes  up. 
The  black  alkali  is  the  more  hurtful.    I  should  say  that  there  is  about 

2036  220  acres  of  black  alkali  on  the  Chabot  place,  but  I  was  not  in- 
fluenced in  making  my  valuation  of  $100  an  acre  by  that  fact.    It  is 

2037  in  the  portion  that  commences  at  the  point  of  the  levee  that  runs  in 
a  southwesterly  direction  across  the  tract.    The  first  levee  south  from 
the  Dublin-Livermore  road. 

(Witness  indicated  the  location  of  the  black  alkali  in  the  Chabot 
place  on  the  map.) 

2038  It  is  approximately  a  quarter  of  a  mile  wide  there,  and  extends 
down  two-thirds.    The  spot  at  the  house  is  a  very  bad  one,  being  60 
or  70  acres  that  are  pretty  much  alkali. 
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(Witness  outlined  that  area  on  the  map.) 

I  went  over  it  ten  days  ago,  and  saw  one  strip  of  alfalfa  on  that 
place.  I  walked  down  from  the  alfalfa  patch  westward  to  the  back 
levee,  and  walked  up  from  the  back  levee  to  this  place  that  comes 
across  from  the  northeast;  I  went  through  that  end  of  it.  (Witness 
indicated  on  the  map  where  he  found  this  one  patch  of  alfalfa.) 
There  is  quite  a  strip  of  alfalfa  up  there;  it  is  not  very  wide,  and  2039 
extends  along  the  road  as  you  go  toward  Dublin  from  Pleasanton, 
after  you  cross  the  Tassajero  bridge.  I  have  been  over  that  property 
probably  8  or  10  times  since  last  planting  season.  There  could  be 
nothing  on  that  property  that  I  do  not  know  of  in  the  way  of  vege- 
tation, etc.  I  saw  only  one  patch  of  alfalfa,  and  do  not  think  that 
there  could  be  another.  There  are  no  other  patches  of  alfalfa  to  my 
knowledge.  2040 

In  my  opinion,  there  are  from  350  to  400  acres  in  that  area  down 
in  there  that  has  black  alkali  in  it.  There  are  only  150  to  200  acres 
impregnated  with  black  alkali  over  to  the  northeast.  The  other  200 
acres  are  scattered;  there  is  black  and  white  alkali.  I  don't  intend 
to  say  that  the  entire  800  acres  are  all  black  alkali.  In  the  strip  2041 
which  contains  350  to  400  acres  there  is  some  black  alkali.  I  would 
say  that  nearly  all  of  it  has  some  black  alkali  on  it.  I  would  say 
that  more  than  one-third  of  it  has  black  alkali.  Over  half  of  the 
150  to  200  acres  has  black  alkali  on  it.  In  these  strips  in  patches 
is  white  alkali,  and  all  of  that  area  from  the  road  in  there  to  the 
end  of  that  levee  has  white  alkali;  there  are  probably  100  acres  in 
there  that  has  more  or  less  alkali  in  it.  The  fact  that  there  is  alkali 
there  in  large  quantities,  combined  with  the  soil  and  the  low  condi-  2042 
tion  of  the  tract,  and  being  subject  to  overflowing,  was  taken  into 
consideration  by  me  in  arriving  at  this  value.  Each  contributes  to 
the  whole,  and  depreciates  the  value  of  the  land.  I  think  the  water 
that  comes  down  there  deposits  some  of  the  alkali.  Some  of  it  has 
been  in  the  soil,  having  been  deposited  there  during  the  time  it  has 
been  filled;  that  soil  in  places  has  been  filled  to  a  depth  of  six  or 
seven  feet.  The  soil  that  people  knew  there  30  or  40  or  50  years  ago 
has  been  covered  by  these  deposits  which  have  carried  alkali  with 
them  and  have  put  it  in  the  soil ;  it  has  been  increased  and  more  de- 
posit placed  on  the  surface  by  the  floods  that  come  in  every  year, 
so  that  that  has  helped  to  keep  it  in  the  soil.  I  don't  think  there 
is  any  alkali  in  the  soil  of  County  Road  2000.  It  may  be  that  you  2043 
don't  find  alkali  in  that  material  because  it  has  had  drainage. 

The  adobe  soil  makes  this  property  very  difficult  of  cultivation, 
and  is  one  of  the  elements  that  I  considered  in  making  my  valua- 
tion. This  is  not  the  productive  kind  of  adobe.  Adobe  to  be  pro- 
ductive has  to  be  well  drained.  That  soil  may  have  the  chemical  ele- 
ments in  it  to  produce  the  richest  kind  of  plant  life  if  it  was  in  dif- 
ferent condition,  and  the  drainage  was  underneath  it  sufficiently  to 
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keep  the  water  away  from  it;  located  as  it  is,  and  in  the  condition 
that  it  is,  it  does  not  produce  the  richest  kind  of  plant  life.  Why  it 
is  I  do  not  know.  I  think  that  if  the  top  soil  was  of  a  different  tex- 

2044  ture,  and  permitted  a  percolation  of  the  rain  waters  and  flood  waters 
of  the  year  to  go  through  it  and  leach  out  that  alkali,  and  carry  it 
away  with  it,  that  that  would  be  better  soil.    It  may  be  ideal  for 
the  production  of  plant  life  if  the  alkali  was  taken  out,  and  it  prac- 
tically comes  to  a  question  of  getting  that  soil  in  a  condition  to 

2045  make  it  fertile..    I  believe  that  the  land  could  be  benefited  by  drain- 
age.    There  may  be  some  other  elements  lacking  besides  that  of 
good  drainage  to  make  the  soil  fertile.    I  am  basing  my  opinion  of 
this  on  the  fact  that  the  land  has  not  consistently  produced  good 
crops,  and  that  there  is  something  there  that  is  wrong  about  it,  and 
that  something  would  be  observed  by  a  prospective  purchaser.     I 
am  going  further  in  basing  my  opinion  upon  what  the  farmers  who 
lived  in  that  vicinity,  and  who  have  farmed  that  land,  have  told  me 
about  it  when  I  have  inquired  of  them,  without  their  knowing  for 
what  reason  I  was  getting  their  opinions,  what  was  the  matter  with 
the  Chabot  ranch,  and  what  the  Chabot  ranch  was  worth,  and  what 
could  a  man  reasonably  expect  to  get  off  it. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  think  there  is  fall  enough  to  the  southerly  end  of  it  to  drain 
that  land.  I  think  that  possibly  the  drains  would  have  to  be  very 
close  together  because  the  soil  is  of  such  texture,  close  and  packed 
together,  that  the  water  would  not  percolate  any  distance  from  one 
drain  to  the  other,  and  that  therefore  the  drains  would  have  to  be 
very  close  together  in  order  to  drain  it  off.  That  would  be  very 
expensive  to  put  in  enough  drains  of  tile,  with  a  layer  of  gravel  on 
the  top  of  them  so  as  to  permit  of  percolation  of  the  water,  to  get 
good  drainage.  The  man  who  would  do  that  would  have  to  get 
that  land  at  not  to  exceed  $100  an  acre  in  order  to  make  it  profitable, 
and  even  then  he  would  be  experimenting  in  doing  that. 

2046  CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 

I  knew  that  no  crops  had  been  successfully  produced  on  this 
land,  and  in  determining  what  it  was  worth,  I  was  influenced  by  the 
crop  that  it  would  produce  under  present  conditions.  That  is  abso- 
lutely one  of  the  elements  that  enter  into  my  calculation,  and  the  fur- 
ther fact  that  after  talking  with  men  who  knew  farms  and  farming, 
and  what  land  could  produce,  I  found  out  that  I  was  correct  in  my 
first  opinion.  I  found  also  that  some  of  the  farmers  around  there 
said  I  was  very  foolish  to  think  that  any  man  would  pay  $100  an 
acre  for  that  land. 

In  speaking  of  draining  that  land  and  putting  in  tile  drains,  and 
putting  gravel  over  them,  I  said  that  that  was  the  method  of  drain- 
ing. I  never  have  seen  it  used,  but  I  have  read  detailed  reports  of 
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that  system  of  drainage  in  different  publications.  The  "Farm  Jour-  2047 
nal"  had  some  articles  some  time  ago  on  it,  I  think.  I  cannot  re- 
member at  the  present  time  what  land  the  writer  in  the  "Farm 
Journal"  was  writing  about.  If  drainage  is  to  be  undertaken  on 
that  property,  it  should  be  drained  in  that  way,  and  I  believe  in 
putting  a  foot  or  two  feet  of  gravel  over  the  top  of  the  tiles,  so  as 
to  permit  the  water  to  percolate  and  leach  out  that  alkali  and  carry 
it  off  the  land.  I  have  never  seen  any  success  with  open  ditches. 
There  have  been  ditches  through  that  place,  but  they  don't  seem  to 
be  successful.  They  are  working  above  Colusa  with  that  problem 
in  trying  to  drain  alkali  out  of  land.  They  have  pumps  on  some  of 
the  lands  north  of  there,  planted  in  alfalfa,  and  they  are  using 
water  extensively  to  wash  the  alkali  out  of  that  soil.  I  have  never 
found  out  what  success  they  had.  They  were  not  quite  successful  2048 
at  that  time,  although  there  were  some  patches  of  alfalfa  growing 
there  that  looked  very  good.  There  have  been  ditches  put  in,  in  the 
Pleasanton  country  for  the  purpose  of  reclaiming  land  from  its 
swampy  condition.  They  have  been  successful  in  places,  but  not 
quite  successful;  there  is  some  marsh  land  left  in  places  yet.  Prior 
to  the  time  those  ditches  were  put  in,  those  lands  were  impossible 
to  go  on;  they  were  covered  with  tules  and  all  kinds  of  growth. 
From  my  knowledge  of  the  country,  I  would  say  there  is  some  alkali 
in  the  places  that  are  drained.  It  has  been  very  nearly  leached  out  in  2049 
every  case  that  I  know  of,  except  in  the  portion  where  the  old  hop 
yard  was.  You  will  find  very  small  traces  of  white  alkali  in  u-268, 
east  of  the  road  going  from  Pleasanton  to  Dublin.  The  alkali  has 
been  lessened  by  the  construction  of  open  drains,  but  that  land 
had  far  more  fall  to  it  from  that  point  there  dropping  down  here 
than  the  Chabot  land  has  up  here.  I  think  the  Chabot  land  has  suf- 
ficient fall  to  drain  it.  I  am  not  sure  about  that;  it  is  pretty  level 
land.  My  valuation  on  the  Chabot  land  is  not  upon  the  land  after  it 
has  been  drained,  but  is  upon  it  as  of  December  31,  1913.  If  a  man 
going  in  to  buy  it  should  get  it  for  that  price,  and  have  added  the 
cost  of  drainage,  if  he  was  successful,  it  would  bring  the  land  up 
to  a  good  deal  more  than  $100  an  acre.  I  have  not  any  idea  how 
much  it  would  cost  to  do  that  drainage,  because  I  do  not  know  how 
expensive  it  would  be,  and  not  knowing  further  whether  the  results 
of  the  drainage  would  be  successful,  I  have  to  be  guided  absolutely 
by  the  conditions  on  the  ground  today,  backed  by  my  real  estate  2050 
experience  of  years  and  observations  I  have  made,  looking  at  that 
land  and  seeing  what  it  produced.  Reasoning  out  in  my  mind  what 
that  land  is  reasonably  worth,  I  put  it  at  $119,161,  and  after  I  put  that 
figure  on  it,  I  asked  myself,  how  long  will  it  take  me  to  find  a  pur- 
chaser for  that  tract  of  land,  and  get  him  to  pay  me  $119,161,  and  I 
said,  it  would  take  me  quite  awhile.  I  think  I  put  a  good,  round 
value  on  that  land. 
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I  know  Judge  Donahue  of  Alameda  County  very  well,  and  he 
operates  in  land  a  good  deal.  Mr.  Gale  testified  that  he  and  Mr. 
Donahue  would  have  bought  that  land,  if  Spring  Valley  had  not 

2051  bought  it.     I  do  not  know  whether  that  land  can  be  drained,  but 
my  impression  is  that  it  can.     I  am  in  a  position  to  state  its  value 
from  my  experience  in  real  estate,  and  its  value,  and  my  knowledge 
of  that  soil,  and  the  conditions  surrounding  that  soil,  and  what  it 
has  produced,  and  I  say  that  that  valuation  of  $100  is  all  that  I  can 
consistently  place  upon  that  land.    If  success  was  had  in  the  drainage 
of  that  land,  and  the  alkali  could  be  leached  out  of  it,  and  that  in- 

2052  eludes  the  placing  of  levees  around  the  northerly  portion  of  it  to 
keep  it  from  being  flooded  by  the  winter  rains,  that  land  would  be 
worth  from  $250  to  $300  an  acre.    The  water  which  would  come  upon 
the  Chabot  place,  but  for  such  levees,  does  not  overflow  the  land  ad- 
joining the  Chabot  land,  because  the  land  adjoining  on  the  north  has 
more  of  a  fall  to  it;  the  drainage  in  that  country  all  collects  in  the 
ditches  on  the  sides  of  the  road ;  there  are  culverts  under  the  road 
that  carry  the  water  through  to  the  south  side  of  the  road,  and  then 
there  is  another  ditch  there,  and  it  is  carried  from  there  into  the 
ditch  that  was  cut  for  the  drainage  of  this  tract  east  of  this  road. 
There  is  a  ditch  all  the  way  through  on  the  east  side  of  this  road 
that  was  made  for  the  purpose  of  draining  this  tract.     This  water 
from  up  here  comes  down  here  and  goes  along  this  road  and  through 
these  culverts,  and  fills  this  ditch,  and  it  overflows  on  the  tract  this 
way.    One  reason  it  overflows  is  because  the  ditch  along  there  is  not 
of  sufficient  capacity,  and  another  reason  is  that  some  of  it  from 
farther  west  overflows  without  getting  to  the  ditch  at  all,  and  comes 
in  on  this  end  of  the  tract ;  there  is  more  or  less  water  coming  in — 
seepage — all  around  the  place.     That  ditch  could  be  widened  and 
deepened,  but  not  at  an  inconsiderable  expense,  as  it  is  a  long  ditch. 

2053  That  will  take  the  ordinary  water,  but  the  element  of  danger  is 
always  there.    The  element  of  flood  condition.    I  have  seen  years  of 
rainfall  so  that  no  ditch  would  take  the  flow. 

I  am  slightly  acquainted  with  the  Santa  Clara  Valley,  but  I 
have  not  seen  the  country  south  and  west  of  San  Jose  under  flood. 
I  saw  the  country  north  and  practically  west  of  San  Jose  under 
flood;  the  country  from  Alviso  up  to  San  Jose  I  saw  under  flood. 
The  fact  that  once  in  a  while  the  country  there  overflows,  would  not 
affect  the  value  of  the  land  in  that  locality.  I  would  not  condemn 
this  land,  because  in  an  extraordinary  season  there  was  a  possibility 
of  overflow,  but  I  am  taking  the  conditions  as  I  find  them  today.  A 

2054  man  buying  this  land  has  to  take  all  the  elements  into  consideration 
which  he  finds,  and  he  is  entitled  to  consideration  because  of  the 
dangers,  troubles,  and  possibilities  happening  that  are  not  expected. 
I  don't  think  that  that  ditch  could  be  made  in  such  a  way  that  the 
land  would  not  at  some  time  when  a  heavy  winter  comes  along,  over- 
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flow  again.  I  think  that  fact  of  itself  would  affect  the  productivity 
of  the  land,  because  a  man  loses  his  crop  and  seed  if  the  place  gets 
flooded. 

I  know  the  island  properties  for  20  years.  I  had  sheep  over 
them,  and  watched  the  operations  on  those  islands.  I  knew  them 
before  they  were  reclaimed,  and  saw  them  after  they  were  reclaimed. 
I  know  the  productivity  of  the  soil,  and  what  they  can  get  out  of  it, 
and  I  know  the  men  who  are  now  farming  them.  Some  of  those 
lands  sell  for  $300  and  $400  an  acre,  and  some  as  low  as  $20  an  acre. 
Nearly  all  of  them  overflow  once  in  awhile,  but  that  kind  of  over- 
flow, and  the  kind  of  overflow  the  Chabot  gets,  are  entirely  different, 
in  that  that  overflow  from  the  San  Joaquin  River,  is  soft  mountain 
water,  without  any  deleterious  ingredients  in  it,  such  as  are  gathered  2055 
from  these  hills  north  of  the  Chabot  ranch.  That  overflow  carries  in 
very  fine  sediment  and  silt,  and  when  it  dries  out  it  enriches  the  land. 
Here  we  have  a  deposit  of  deleterious  matter,  and  I  think  that  every 
bit  of  alkali  in  that  tract  has  been  taken  in  there  by  the  waters  that 
come  in.  In  the  first  place,  the  alkali  is  carried  in  there  by  the 
water ;  then  it  is  deposited  in  the  land.  When  the  land  gets  dry,  the 
alkali  may  come  to  the  surface ;  again  the  water  may  carry  it  down, 
but  it  is  there  just  the  same,  and  it  is  apt  to  rise  at  any  time  and 
ruin  your  whole  crop. 

There  are  large  tracts  of  land  on  the  San  Joaquin  impregnated  2056 
with  alkali.  There  is  water  that  comes  from  the  San  Joaquin  that 
is  not  the  pure  mountain  water.  The  area  and  the  quantity  of  water 
in  the  San  Joaquin  River,  taking  those  into  consideration,  there  is  so 
much  more  of  it  that  comes  from  snow  than  comes  from  other  places, 
that  what  comes  from  other  places  is  a  minimum  quantity.  There 
are  alkali  areas  in  the  Arroyo  Porto  Creek,  and  in  Corral  Hollow, 
and  Lime  Tree  Creeks,  and  there  are  alkali  spots  all  over  the  San 
Joaquin  plains.  That  alkali  comes  up  in  some  instances  because  they 
have  put  too  much  water  on  the  land,  but  the  conditions  are  different 
in  different  localities,  and  we  have  to  deal  here  with  a  given  locality, 
and  with  conditions  as  we  find  them,  and  that  is  what  I  am  trying 
to  do. 

It  is  my  impression  that  if  this  land  could  be  successfully 
drained,  it  would  be  worth  from  $250  to  $300  an  acre.  I  could  not 
tell  exactly  until  I  had  the  results  of  the  drainage  operation,  and 
the  results  from  the  land  after  the  operation  was  completed.  It  would 
be  worth  that  for  alfalfa,  hay  or  grain,  and  under  those  conditions,  2057 
in  my  opinion,  5  or  6  crops  a  year  of  alfalfa  would  be  reasonable  to 
expect  from  it.  If  the  ideal  conditions  as  laid  out  by  you  were  fully 
realized,  there  is  no  reason  in  the  world  why  it  should  not  produce 
as  much  as  any  other  land.  I  do  not  know  how  much  it  would  cost 
to  dig  ditches,  nor  what  the  market  price  of  tile  is,  nor  how  much 
it  would  cost  to  haul  the  gravel  there,  or  where  the  gravel  would 

567 


Callaghan 

SPRING  VALLEY  WATER  CO.  VS.  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OP  SAN  FRANCISCO 

come  from,  and  I  would  not  hazard  an  opinion  as  to  what  such  a 
reclamation  as  I  have  suggested  would  cost. 

The  fact  that  hops  have  been  grown  with  indifferent  success 
on  the  hop  yard  tract,  did  not  influence  me  in  placing  a  valuation 

2058  on  that  property.     There  was  quite  an  area  of  that  tract  that  was 
abandoned  for  hop  growing,  before  it  was  sold  to  the  Water  Co. 
I  do  not  know  what  a  fair  production  of  hops  to  the  acre  is,  nor 
what  it  costs  to  produce  hops,  but  the  conclusion  that  I  came  to 
was  that  if  hops  had  been  a  success  on  that  land,  they  would  not 
have  abandoned  raising  them  prior  to  the  time  that  the  Spring  Val- 
ley Water  Co.,  purchased  it.    I  thought  that  I  was  justified  in  saying 
that  hops  were  grown  there  with  indifferent  success.     I  went  over 
that  land  several  times  during  the  time  that  the  hops  were  on  it; 
there  were  some  vines  that  looked  better  than  other  vines ;  some  that 
looked  healthier  than  others;  I  could  not  account  for  that,  because 
it  seemed  to  be  the  same  kind  of  land  all  over  the  entire  area.    In 
1914,  when  I  took  up  the  matter  of  appraising  this  property,  Mr. 
Heath  had  gone  in  there  and  planted  that  land  to  alfalfa  with  barley 
in  it.    In  the  latter  part  of  March,  or  the  beginning  of  April  I  went 
in  there  and  went  all  over  that  land,  and  found  considerable  evi- 
dences of  white  alkali  in  about  200  acres  on  the  site  of  the  old  hop 

2059  yard.    I  observed  that  the  leaves  of  the  barley  were  turned  yellow. 
I  could  not  find  any  reason  to  account  for  it,  excepting  that  the  al- 
kali was  affecting  the  growth  of  the  barley.     Afterwards  when  he 
irrigated,  and  put  the  alfalfa  in,  the  alkali  seemed  to  wash  out  of  it 
again,  but  the  alkali  is  in  that  soil,  and  it  will  come  up  some  day, 
and  probably  kill  the  crops  on  the  land.    I  am  assuming  that  not- 
withstanding that  there  is  a  good  stand  of  alfalfa  that  the  alkali  will 
kill  it  some  day.    I  can't  call  to  mind  any  particular  place  where  a 
good  stand  of  alfalfa  has  once  been  established,  where  alkali  has 
killed  the  plant.    This  alfalfa  was  planted  in  1914,  and  is  fairly  good 

2060  alfalfa  now.    The  bunches  might  be  thicker  on  the  ground  than  they 
are.      It  would  possibly  yield  about  a  ton  or  a  ton  and  a  quarter  to 
each  cutting  per  acre.     There  would  probably  be  5  or  6  cuts,  or 
7%  tons  per  year  per  acre.    You  are  not  going  to  get  7%  tons  of 
good  alfalfa  every  year,  because  the  first  crop  is  never  so  good  as 
the  rest,  and  you  are  apt  to  get  a  rain  before  you  cut  your  second 
crop,  and  are  liable  to  lose  it;  and  also  if  you  get  a  late  rain,  you 
might  lose  your  last  crop.    I  know  that  they  got  a  rain  up  there  in 
June  of  this  year,  and  they  lost  their  entire  second  crop,  all  of  which 
might  equally  be  said  of  the  best  stand  of  alfalfa  that  was  ever 
grown,  but  we  are  getting  the  maximum  when  we  say  six  crops  of 

2061  alfalfa.    The  first  cutting  would  be  heavier  than  the  others,  but  very 
inferior  in  quality.    The  fact  that  you  might  have  unfortunate  con- 
ditions would  apply  with  equal  force  to  any  other  alfalfa  growing 
in  Pleasanton  lands.    The  land  on  which  I  placed  a  valuation  of  $500 

568 


Callaghan 

SPRING  VALLEY  WATER  CO.  VS.  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OP  SAN  FRANCISCO 

an  acre  was  not  the  land  for  the  purpose  of  raising  alfalfa.  You 
cannot  profitably  raise  alfalfa  on  $500  an  acre  land.  I  considered 
its  use  for  strawberries,  or  some  such  use  as  that,  in  placing  a  valua- 
tion of  $500  an  acre  on  that  land.  I  do  not  know  whether  an  acre  2062 
of  alfalfa  will  sustain  a  cow  for  a  year  or  not.  I  would  say  that  it  2063 
was  reasonable  to  expect  that  an  acre  of  alfalfa  would  sustain  a 
cow  for  a  year.  I  do  not  know  what  would  be  the  profit  from  a  cow- 
used  in  the  dairy  business.  I  don't  know  what  the  increase  in  the 
cow  would  be,  or  whether  she  had  a  calf,  or  what  the  increase  in  the 
calf  would  be,  or  the  market  price  of  milk.  I  know  that  good  alfalfa 
land  should  rent  for  $20  a  year,  and  I  believe  any  man  in  the  dairy 
business  can  make  his  profit  from  good  alfalfa  land,  and  pay  $20  a 
year  for  it  per  acre.  Taking  my  rule  that  the  farmer  is  entitled  to 
5%,  that  would  make  the  land  worth  $400.  I  place  a  value  of  $200 
on  this  hop  yard  property  because  I  don't  consider  it  as  being  good 
alfalfa  land;  there  is  always  a  menace  that  that  alkali  will  come  2064 
back  and  ruin  the  crop.  I  nerver  planted  alfalfa  in  my  life,  nor  have 
I  ever  had  charge  of  it  after  it  was  planted,  but  I  have  observed  the 
conditions  that  obtain  in  alfalfa  crops  from  time  to  time  in  different 
parts  of  California,  in  Alameda  County,  and  in  San  Joaquin  County. 
The  life  of  alfalfa  is  about  six  years.  It  has  to  be  plowed  up  and 
re-seeded,  which  I  would  say  is  due  to  the  habit  of  the  plant.  That 
alkali  in  the  soil  will  retard  the  growth  of  vegetation,  and  reduce 
the  income  from  the  land  on  which  the  alkali  is.  The  fact  that  alfalfa 
has  been  successfully  grown  upon  a  piece  of  land,  and  that  there 
were  evidences  of  alkali  there  before  it  was  planted,  would  still  leave 
the  condition  that  there  is  always  a  menace  there  that  was  liable  to 
come  up  and  kill  the  alfalfa.  The  alkali  varies.  It  is  on  the  surface  2065 
this  year,  it  is  down  in  the  ground  the  next  year.  A  plant  may  grow 
and  flourish  when  it  is  away  from  it,  but  a  condition  in  the  soil  or  in 
the  climate  may  bring  the  alkali  back  up  to  the  surface,  and  if  it 
does,  it  will  kill  your  plant.  My  reasoning  is  that  this  very  same 
land  that  has  produced  this  good  stand  of  alfalfa,  did  not  grow  hops 
successfully  on  account  of  the  presence  of  alkali.  That  is  why  some 
of  the  hops  in  that  yard  were  better  than  others.  I  believe  that  alkali 
affected  the  growth  and  the  yield  of  hops.  Alfalfa  roots  probably  go 
deeper  than  hops,  but  I  think  they  are  about  the  same.  Alfalfa  some- 
times goes  down  15  or  20  feet,  and  hop  roots  might  go  as  deep  as 
that  .  That  is  not  my  opinion  as  a  farmer ;  I  say  might,  I  cannot  tell.  2066 
I  do  not  think  hop  vines  would  make  as  deep  a  root  under  any  con- 
ditions as  an  alfalfa  plant  would  make  in  15  months.  The  alfalfa 
roots  might  before  this  have  reached  a  sufficient  depth  to  come  in 
contact  with  the  alkali,  and  they  might  not.  I  don't  condemn  the 
land,  because  land  that  is  worth  $200  an  acre  is  not  poor  land.  On 
land  right  alongside  of  it  I  placed  a  valuation  of  $400  an  acre,  and 
across  the  creek  from  it  a  valuation  of  $500.  The  difference  between 
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$200  and  $500  an  acre  land  is  that  the  land  south  of  the  creek 
is  a  light  loam,  and  land  north  of  the  creek  is  a  dark,  heavy  clay 
loam  of  different  texture.  The  $400  an  acre  land  is  a  light  clay  loam, 
not  as  heavy  as  the  loam  west  of  the  tract ;  the  further  west  you  go 
you  get  loam  darker  in  color.  It  is  not  as  friable  as  the  other  soil.  It 
is  harder  to  harrow  and  smooth  it  down  and  get  in  fine  condition  for 

2067  seeding.     The  other  soil  is  of  a  texture  that  breaks  up  easy  with 
the  harrow.    I  was  on  that  land  in  1913,  before  it  was  planted  to 
alfalfa.    I  was  there  every  year.    In  fact,  I  think  I  passed  through 
there  some  time  during  each  year.    There  is  an  area  in  278  over  in 
the  east  that  has  a  stand  of  alfalfa  in  that  valley  that  is  better  than 

2068  the  stand  on  this  hop  yard  land  which  I  valued  at  $200  an  acre. 

(Counsel  for  Plaintiff  offered  a  map  on  which  the  witness  was 
asked  to  indicate  the  patches  of  black  alkali  on  288.) 

I  did  not  say  that  there  were  350  or  400  acres  of  land  all  of  which 
were  impregnated  with  black  alkali,  but  said  that  there  was  black  and 
white  alkali  in  that  350  acres,  and  that  alkali  would  be  found  anywhere 
from  this  levee  indicated  here,  southwards  along  this  canal  back  there ; 
also  eastward  from  that  area  on  the  south  side  of  the  levee  to  the  county 
road  leading  from  Pleasanton  to  Dublin ;  that  east  of  that  road,  toward 

2069  ^e  place  where  the  Chabot  house  is,  to  the  west  of  the  railroad  track 
that  alkali  will  be  found  in  there.     The  area  that  I  have  indicated 
here  as  "A"  is,  I  think,  from  one  quarter  to  half  a  mile  in  length. 
There  may  be  portions  of  that  inside  of  the  line  in  tract  "A"  that 
has  got  very  little  alkali  in  it,  but  more  or  less  alkali  will  be  found 
in  all  of  it.    In  some  places  it  will  interfere  with  the  growth  of  vege- 
tation very  seriously;  in  other  places  not  sufficient  to  absolutely  pro- 

2070  hibit  the  growing  of  crops  on  it.    It  is  practically  true  of  all  of  tract 
"A"  that  the  alkali  will  materially  lessen  the  crop  production.     The 
black  alkali  has  a  dusty  appearance  on  the  surface,  being  a  brownish 
dust.    It  is  mostly  noticeable  in  the  months  of  May,  June  and  July, 
and  that  is  the  time  that  you  will  find  that  existing  in  tract  "A". 
That  condition  should  not  exist  now,  because  at  the  present  time  that 
land  is  very  dry  and  cracked,  and  that  in  my  opinion,  ventilated  the 
land,  and  that  has  hardened  together ;  the  dust  I  speak  about  as  powder 
on  top  of  the  surface,  would  be  found  prior  to  that  drying  and  crack- 
ing of  the  soil ;  it  might  appear  at  the  present  time.    The  winds  would 

2071  blow  that  loose  powdered  soil  into  those  cracks,  and  leave  the  cracked 
adobe  exposed  to  the  surface,  which  would  not  leave  in  them  the 
powdered  appearance,  but  some  of  that  tract  might  show  just  the 
same  condition  as  I  have  described  even  at  the  present  time.     There 
would  be  no  vegetation  on  those  particular  portions  where  the  dust 
did  once  exist,  and  which  might  have  been  blown  away  by  the  wind. 
Tract  "B":    There  may  be  some  alkali  in  that  but  not  so  much  as 
down  in  tract  "A".    I  could  not  definitely  express  it  in  acres.    There 
are  40  or  50  acres,  or  more,  in  this  tract. 
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Tract  "C":  The  entire  area  is  not  impregnated  with  alkali. 
There  is  less  alkali  than  in  either  tract  "A"  or  "B".  (The  witness 
indicates  the  area  impregnated. )  I  would  not  say  that  was  very  badly 
impregnated  with  alkali  in  there.  Neither  is  it  along  this  road  in 
here ;  that  is  good  soil  there.  Some  alkali  may  be  found  north  of  the  2072 
line  that  is  an  extension  to  the  west  of  the  Dublin  to  Livermore  road, 
but  that  would  not  materially  affect  the  value  of  the  property.  There 
are  probably  80  acres  in  plot  "C". 

Tract  "D":  I  believe  there  is  black  alkali  there,  but  what  per- 
centage of  areas  contain  it  I  do  not  know.  There  is  not  a  considerable 
superficial  area  on  that  tract  in  which  the  presence  of  alkali  is  shown. 
The  best  evidence  of  it  is  in  the  growth  of  soft  alkali  weeds  on  it  at 
the  present  time.  Those  areas  marked  on  that  map  are  not  indicated  2073 
to  indicate  the  only  areas  on  the  Chabot  land  in  which  alkali  is  to  be 
found,  but  to  indicate  the  areas  in  which  it  appears  to  be  worse.  Alkali 
probably  would  be  found  in  nearly  the  entire  area,  but  there  are  some 
portions  of  it  not  so  bad  with  alkali  but  what  good  crops  could  be 
grown  on  them;  and  I  estimate  from  the  figures  that  it  would  prob- 
ably amount  to  about  800  acres  in  that  tract  in  which  there  was  alkali 
in  sufficient  quantities  to  interfere  with  the  crop  production.  I  do 
not  think  there  was  any  alkali  in  the  area  south  of  the  Arroyo  Valle 
Creek  and  west  of  Pleasanton.  When  I  say  there  are  800  acres  in 
which  there  is  alkali,  I  mean  there  is  alkali  so  as  to  interfere  with  the 
production  of  crops.  (The  witness  was  asked  by  Counsel  to  indicate 
that  area  upon  the  map,  but  stated  that  he  could  not  draw  areas  with  2074 
any  certainty  of  being  correct,  that  further,  that  is  only  an  approxi- 
mation of  the  area  on  the  Chabot  ranch  on  which  alkali  is.)  I  figure 
that  there  was  800  acres  that  had  enough  alkali  on  it  to  interfere  with 
the  yield  of  the  ranch,  and  that  there  was  about  191  acres  that  was 
fairly  good  land,  and  that  would  possibly  not  be  depreciated  on 
account  of  the  alkali  in  it.  Witness  marked  the  portion  that  was 
fairly  good  soil  as  plot  ' '  E  ",  containing  80  or  100  acres.  The  land  to 
the  west  of  the  Alamo  Canal  is  good  land,  but  has  one  drawback.  The 
canal  itself  prevents  the  water  that  comes  down  from  the  Gerloff 
place,  and  through  the  Jorgensen  place  from  getting  out  of  it  until  it 
comes  down  around  here,  and  it  is  liable  to  come  down  in  there  in  a  2075 
wet  winter  and  flood  you  out  on  account  of  the  fact  that  the  flood 
levee  prevents  the  water  from  getting  into  the  canal  at  that  point. 
It  is  pretty  low  there ;  if  you  open  the  canal  here  to  let  that  water  in, 
you  would  let  a  whole  lot  more  out  of  the  canal.  I  do  not  know  how 
much  acreage  there  is  in  that  good  land  to  the  west.  It  is  not  all  good 
land,  but  it  is  better  land  than  this  land  in  here.  (Pointing.)  This 
piece  was  marked  "F". 

There  is  other  good  land  in  that  tract.  There  is  about  as  good 
land,  as  there  is  where  the  alfalfa  is  in  there.  This  plot  is  marked  on 
the  map  "alfalfa".  There  is  a  light  loam  soil  that  is  fairly  good. 
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(Marked  "G".)     It  comes  from  the  road  in  here  to  this  corner,  and 
in  fact,  in  through  here  to  the  levee.     (Witness  indicated  this  on  the 

2076  map  by  lines).    There  are  approximately  60  to  70  acres  in  there.    This 
immediately  west  and  adjoining  the  Borges  land,  which  is  of  a  very 
similar  kind.     The  best  of  the  Borges  land  is  on  the  west  side  of  the 
creek  and  over  west  of  the  canal.    That  portion  is  much  better  than 
the  other.    The  Borges  land  is  not  of  uniform  grade.    It  is  better  on 
the  west  side  of  the  creek  than  on  the  east  side. 

Map  offered  and  received  as  "Plaintiff's  Exhibit  43". 

The  land  transaction  to  which  Galway  was  a  party  was  related  to 

2077  land  located  east  of  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  's  lands ;  it  is  shown 
on  the  Pleasanton  Township  Map,  and  is  marked  on  this  map  Margaret 

2078  Galway.     It  might  be  about  3  miles  from  the  easterly  end  of  the 
Chabot  ranch  to  the  westerly  end  of  the  Galway  place.     The  nearest 
of  the  Spring  Valley  properties  is  S-268,  and  I  used  the  figures  on  the 
Galway  sale  as  having  a  bearing  upon  the  Spring  Valley  lands  front- 
ing on  the  Livermore-Dublin  road.    The  northerly  portion  of  the  Gal- 
way ranch,  fronting  on  the  Livermore-Santa  Rita  road,  is  similar  in 
type  to  the  land  of  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,  marked  274,  279,  271, 
V-268,  291  and  288.    There  is  40  acres  belonging  to  Henry  Moore  that 
comes  in  on  the  creek  between  the  Galway  and  S-268.     There  is  also 
the  James  Whalen  land  which  comes  in  on  the  road  between  Liver- 
more  and  Dublin,  and  Louise  J.  Avalo  has  a  tract  of  land  that  comes 
in  between  the  Spring  Valley  land  and  the  Galway  land. 

2079  The  witness  indicated  a  tract  of  land  on  the  map  immediately 
adjoining  the  Chabot  land,  in  which  a  man  named  Anderson  had  been 
interested  in  the  transfer  of,  and  stated  that  according  to  his  record 
the  price  paid  per  acre  on  the  west  side  of  the  creek  in  the  last  sale 
of  it  was  $150  per  acre.    The  hill  land  on  this  piece  is  not  as  good  as 
the  flat  land,  which  is  probably  worth  $50  or  $75  an  acre  more  than 
the  hill  land.    There  was  probably  12%  acres  of  hill  land,  and  48  acres 
of  valley  land.    My  recollection  is  that  the  larger  acreage  is  in  the 

2080  flat  land,  which  would  be  worth  from  $150  to  $175,  or  probably  $200 
an  acre. 

Referring  to  the  Whalen  land,  there  are  areas  of  alkali  in  that 
land,  but  it  has  better  drainage  than  the  Chabot  ranch.  It  is  not  as 
flat  or  as  level. 

2081-2082  (Discussion  between  Counsel  and  Master  on  the  question  of  ruling 

on  the  matter  of  offers.     Certain  authority  read  by  Counsel  for  De- 
fendant.) 

I  did  not  learn  in  the  course  of  my  inquiry  that  Mr.  Whalen  had 
been  offered  $300  an  acre  for  his  property.  I  consider  the  Whalen 
2083  property  better  by  probably  20%  than  the  Chabot  property.  It  is 
higher  land  than  the  Chabot  land,  but  there  is  alkali  on  it.  I  would 
say  it  was  probably  about  the  same  acre  for  acre,  considering  the  fact 
that  the  Whalen  ranch  is  so  much  a  smaller  tract  of  land  than  the 
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Chabot  land.  The  Galway  tract  contains  377  acres,  and  there  is  con- 
siderably over  100  acres  in  the  Whalen  tract.  The  Whalen  property 
is  about  similar  land  to  274,  279  and  271.  I  have  placed  a  value  of 
$120  per  acre  on  each  of  those  three  tracts.  The  "Whalen  property  is 
not  quite  so  good  as  V-268  which  contains  more  or  less  alkali,  and  is  2084 
not  as  high  land.  I  think  that  the  drainage  in  V-268  is  fairly  good; 
the  canal  comes  up  in  there  and  drains  the  southern  portion  of  it.  I 
have  seen  water  standing  on  that  land  after  a  rain  for  a  week  or  ten  2085 
days  at  a  time.  This  was  five  or  six  years  ago  when  that  levee  broke 
at  Santa  Rita.  I  did  not  depress  the  value  of  that  land  for  that  reason, 
and  it  did  not  influence  me  at  all  in  fixing  its  value.  In  all  that  land 
in  which  there  is  alkali,  water  will  remain  on  the  surface  for  quite  a 
while  in  small  ponds  after  a  rain,  and  keep  the  land  in  a  condition  that 
will  prevent  cultivation;  the  fact  is  that  this  present  year  there  were 
areas  in  that  field  that  could  not  be  plowed,  and  there  were  areas 
plowed  and  not  seeded  on  acount  of  the  wet  condition  of  the  soil.  The 
rains  did  not  interfere  with  the  cultivation  of  the  lands  further  down 
in  the  Pleasanton  district  this  year.  I  do  condemn  the  land  because  2086 
of  the  reason  that  in  this  season  of  heavy  rainfall  it  could  not  be 
plowed  at  the  planting  season,  to  this  extent;  the  yield  that  the 
Schween  Bros.,  got  off  their  land  this  year  might  have  been  the  same  as 
off  of  V-268  had  it  been  a  similar  type  of  land,  and  that  was  certainly 
a  depreciation  in  the  land.  It  is  not  true  that  had  it  been  drained 
the  same  yield  might  have  been  gotten  from  it.  The  location  of  the 
land  and  the  nature  of  the  soil  which  held  the  water  there,  and  pre- 
vented cultivation,  was  a  detriment  to  the  land.  For  that,  and  other 
reasons  I  made  its  value  $125  an  acre,  and  the  Schween  land  $290.  I 
have  seen  fair  crops  on  V-268,  but  I  never  saw  a  yield  on  it  similar  to 
the  yield  that  the  Schweens  got  off  their  land,  or  to  the  crop  Henry 
Moore  got  off  his  land.  V-268  was  planted  to  beets  at  one  time,  and  2087 
a  fair  crop  came  off  of  some  areas  for  one  or  two  seasons.  A  fair  crop 
is  12  tons.  I  do  not  think  that  the  crop  was  big  enough  on  this  piece 
to  produce  12  tons  to  each  acre  planted.  I  do  not  know;  I  am  just 
estimating.  I  saw  it  planted  to  grain,  and  it  yielded  a  fair  crop  of 
wheat  and  barley.  By  fair,  I  mean  that  it  was  not  equal  to  the  other, 
and  better  land  in  the  Pleasanton  district.  I  do  not  know  what 
the  yield  per  acre  was,  but  I  know  it  was  not  equal  to  the  good  land. 
I  doubt  very  much  if  it  was  25  sacks  per  acre.  I  would  say  that  land  2088 
that  would  yield  25  sacks  to  the  acre  is  very  good  land.  The  Mose 
Luders  ranch,  and  Reiner- Stoeven  ranch,  in  the  Livermore  district, 
will  produce  that  much.  There  are  areas  in  the  Rampke  ranch  that 
will  produce  that  much.  A  portion  of  the  Galway  ranch,  south  of  the 
creek,  will  produce  that  much,  and  there  are  tracts  on  the  Inman 
ranch  that  will  produce  25  sacks  of  barley  to  the  acre.  The  lands  that 
will  produce  this  amount  to  the  acre  of  barley  in  the  Livermore  dis- 
trict are  not  so  very  few.  There  are  these  lands  west  of  Livermore ; 
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the  Rampke  land,  and  the  Goldoffo  land,  at  Esden  bridge,  and  the 
lands  from  there  to  Mose  Luders,  along  the  creek — they  will  do  that. 
2089  None  of  that  land  is  for  sale,  but  you  could  buy  it  for  $250  an  acre. 
Rampke  sold  that  land  at  Esden  bridge  some  six  or  seven  years  ago, 
and  my  recollection  is  that  he  got  $30,000  for  288  acres.  There  are 
more  than  50  acres  of  this  288  that  would  produce  25  sacks  of  barley 
to  the  acre.  There  is  fully  100  acres  of  that  ranch  along  the  Los  Positas 
Creek  that  will  produce  25  sacks  of  barley  to  the  acre. 

2090-2091  (Discussion  between  Counsel  in  relation  to  witness'  rule  that  a 

farmer  is  entitled  to  a  return  of  5  percent.) 

I  have  seen  hay  on  V-268,  and  at  the  present  time,  in  the  portion 
across  the  creek  from  Santa  Rita,  probably  30  or  40  acres,  there  is  a 
stand  of  alfalfa  that  is  not  very  good.  It  has  not  been  irrigated.  It 
don 't  look  as  though  it  was  dying,  but  the  yield  is  not  there ;  the  last 
crop  that  was  cut  and  bunched  there  was  a  very  light  crop.  This 
alfalfa  was  planted  probably  within  a  year,  and  the  yield  of  alfalfa 
for  the  first  year,  even  under  favorable  conditions,  is  light.  I  would 
say  that  the  alfalfa  was  planted  on  the  best  of  the  land  in  there.  There 

2092  was  very  little  alkali  in  that  corner  next  to  the  Santa  Rita ;  that  was 
a  sandy  loam.    The  rest  of  the  soil  is  a  clay  loam.    My  description  says 
a  considerable  portion  of  loamy  soil  caused  by  deposits  from  Tassajero 
Creek ;  other  portions  of  tract  show  black  adobe.    It  further  says,  with 
more  or  less  alkali;  the  most  of  the  alkali  is  in  the  westerly  portion 
of  the  tract,  and  I  should  say  would  commence  about  one-third  of  the 
way  along  the  tract  from  Santa  Rita  going  toward  Dublin,  and  that 
two-thirds  of  the  frontage  along  the  Dublin-Li vermore  road  will  show 
traces  of  alkali.     It  will  extend  in  there  a  distance  of  1000  to  1500 
yards.    In  one  place  I  think  it  will  go  very  near  to  the  railroad  track. 
That  is  on  the  extreme  westerly  portion  of  the  tract.     The  land  on 
the  other  side  of  the  road,  to  the  north  of  the  Dublin-Livermore  road 
is  an  entirely  different  character.     There  is  some  similarity  between 
the  soil  in  the  area  next  to  the  Santa  Rita  and  next  to  the  Tassajero 

2093  Creek  with  the  soil  north  of  the  road.    The  structure  of  the  road  itself 
has  held  up  considerable  of  the  loam  deposits  of  Tassajero  Creek,  and 
deposited  all  over  that  land  on  the  north  side  of  the  road,  and  pre- 
vented it  from  washing  down  and  washing  away  in  the  creek,  and  has 
made  that  a  richer  and  better  soil  on  the  north  side  of  the  road  than 
the  soil  on  the  south  side.     Overflow  that  comes  in  leaves  its  deposit 
and  goes  off  immediately,  and  does  not  deposit  the  alkali,  is  a  benefit 
to  any  land,  but  the  overflow  that  comes  in  and  stays  steadily,  resting 
on  the  ground  until  the  alkali  is  deposited,  will  injure  the  land.    The 
land  across  the  road,  and  immediately  north  of  V-268,  is  not  frequently 
overflowed  at  the  present  time,  because  it  is  in  vegetables,  and  is  well 

2"94  taken  care  of,  and  under  irrigation.  I  do  not  know  the  rent  paid  for 
it.  I  think  that  the  road  structure  had  something  to  do  with  having 
that  sediment  up  there  by  keeping  it  from  being  washed  down  into 
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the  creek.  I  think  that  considerable  of  the  soil  on  the  north  of  the 
county  road  at  that  point  has  been  deposited  there  since  the  road  was 
built,  because  the  land  on  the  north  of  the  road  is  considerably  higher 
than  the  land  on  the  south  of  it.  The  Tassajero  as  it  comes  down  there 
is  quite  a  large  stream,  and  it  would  cover  considerable  territory  there 
when  it  overflows,  but  it  is  well  taken  care  of  by  that  canal  that  comes 
down  there,  which  has  been  cleaned  out  several  times  up  to  Santa 
Rita,  and  will  need  to  be  cleaned  out  again  pretty  soon,  because  it  is  2095 
filled  with  sediment.  It  would  be  a  hard  thing  to  say  how  much  terri- 
tory the  overflow  covers  when  that  creek  does  overflow.  It  would  all 
depend  on  the  flow  of  the  stream,  and  the  amount  of  the  rainfall  and 
the  runoff;  there  might  come  down  a  cloudburst,  and  cover  from  150 
to  200  acres,  and  it  might  come  down  gradually,  and  cover  only  a  few 
acres,  until  the  stream  would  recede  again  and  go  into  its  banks.  That 
is  a  question  I  cannot  answer  definitely. 

That  is  not  the  water  that  brought  the  alkali  down  into  V-268.  2°96 
There  is  no  particular  stream.  It  is  all  those  little  streams  that  wash 
down  from  the  Dougherty  hills.  This  silt  on  the  vegetable  gardens 
was  deposited  there  in  my  opinion  after  the  road  was  laid  out  and 
constructed.  The  alkali  underneath  leached  out  and  washed  out;  the 
drainage  is  sufficient  to  carry  away  there.  It  is  not  as  if  it  was  de- 
posited on  a  low  place  like  on  the  Chabot  ranch  and  remains  there. 
The  natural  drainage  carried  it  out  from  this  land  that  naturally 
overflowed.  The  drainage  there  is  the  channel  of  Tassajero  Creek.  2097 
The  easterly  portion  of  V-268  gets  the  benefit  of  that  drainage,  and  it 
is  indicated  by  the  fact  that  there  is  less  alkali  on  the  easterly  than 
on  the  westerly  portion. 

At  the  time  that  Tassajero  Creek  was  not  taken  care  of  above  the 
bridge  at  Santa  Rita,  there  were  a  lot  of  willows,  and  they  were  al- 
lowed to  choke  the  stream  up,  and  thus  turn  the  stream  over  this 
place,  which  left  this  deposit  of  fine  soil  on  this  area  north  of  the  road ; 
then  it  was  rented  to  vegetable  men,  and  they  put  in  a  ditch  above 
this  place,  and  irrigated  it  above  the  road,  and  consequently  saw  to  it 
that  the  channel  was  kept  open,  and  the  water  allowed  to  come  down 
here  and  not  flood  these  gardens  during  the  rainy  season.  The  depth 
of  the  deposit  of  silt  on  the  vegetable  gardens  varies ;  it  is  deeper  next 
to  the  road  than  it  is  further  north,  and  it  is  deeper  next  to  the  bank 
of  Tassajero  Creek  than  it  is  further  west.  I  would  say  that  there  is 
a  depth  of  sediment  soil  there  varying  from  iy2  to  2y?  feet.  2098 

The  Tassajero  Creek  through  V-268  varies  in  depth;  it  has  been 
deeper  than  it  is  now.  There  is  a  sediment  remaining  in  the  bottom 
of  the  creek  that  has  filled  it  somewhat  higher  than  it  was  when  the 
ditch  was  first  made  and  the  creek  cleaned  out.  At  the  present  time, 
as  it  flows  through  V-268  it  is  not  very  deep.  It  has  not  been  neglected, 
but  the  deposit  is  liable  to  come  there  at  any  time  with  the  flow  of 
Tassajero  Creek.  The  momentum  of  the  flood  may  flow  rapidly  over 
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there  and  clean  out  the  channel,  or  it  may  flow  along  sluggishly  and 
deposit  silt  and  raise  the  channel.    I  could  not  tell  you  how  deep  it  was 

2099  originally.    It  was  probably  cleaned  out  to  a  depth  of  4  or  5  feet. 

If  lateral  channels  were  run  through  V-268,  it  would  take  some 
time  to  drain  out  that  high  place  toward  the  west  of  it,  and  get  that 
free  of  alkali;  and  another  thing  is  that  the  direction  is  not  right  to 
drain  it  toward  Tassajero  Creek.  You  ought  to  drain  it  the  other  di- 
rection, down  toward  the  railroad,  and  come  into  Tassajero  Creek  in 
289.  There  is  more  fall  this  way  in  V-268  than  there  is  toward  Tassa- 
jero Creek.  I  would  drain  it  in  a  southerly  direction  rather  than  in 
an  easterly  direction,  and  that  would  be  a  simple  matter.  It  would 
be  the  same  thing  if  you  had  fall  enough  for  your  drain. 

The  elevation  of  the  Whalen  land  is  higher,  and  it  is  about  two 
miles  further  east.  The  Whalen  land  does  not  drain  into  Tassajero. 
This  drains  into  Los  Positas  Creek  and  the  Mocho.  All  of  that  land  in 

2100  the  Pleasanton  Valley  from  the  Whalen  land  south  is  not  of  a  uni- 
form grade.    The  Whalen  land  is  3  or  probably  3 1/2  to  4  feet  higher 
than  the  lands  in  V-268,  271,  289,  or  270.    It  is,  to  a  certain  extent, 
true  that  a  given  piece  of  land  there  is  always  considerably  higher 
than  the  piece  of  land  south  of  it,  and  the  grade  is  very  nearly  uni- 
form.   In  placing  my  valuation  upon  these  lands,  I  do  not  assume  that 
any  of  them  cannot  be  drained  at  a  reasonable  expense.    I  admit  that 
those  lands  could  possibly  be  drained,  but  the  operation  would  be  ex- 
pensive to  drain  them  sufficiently  to  leach  out  the  alkali  that  is  found 
in  the  soil.    The  man  who  would  undertake  to  do  that  work,  and  in- 
vest his  money  in  it,  would  be  entitled  to  purchase  the  lands  at  the 
price  that  I  have  put  upon  them  in  order  to  justify  him  in  having  to 
go  to  that  expense  to  make  good  lands  of  them.    I  do  not  know  of  any 
place  where  that  experiment  has  been  tried  in  Livermore  Valley  or 

2101  the  Pleasanton  district.     It  was  not  tried  on  the  hop  lands  for  the 
purpose  of  leaching  out  the  alkali,  but  was  tried  for  the  purpose  of 
draining  those  lands  so  as  to  make  them  suitable  for  the  cultivation 
of  anything.     That  land  was  a  swamp  at  the  time  that  drainage  was 
undertaken.    There  was  some  alkali  in  it,  but  I  do  not  think  that  was 
the  object  of  the  draining  of  that  district. 

There  is  a  trace  of  alkali  on  all  of  the  Alameda  Sugar  Co.  's  land. 
I  never  heard  that  there  was  alkali  on  those  lands  at  that  time.  The 
presence  or  absence  of  alkali  on  land  of  that  character  was  never  dis- 
cussed at  all,  because  it  was  not  available  for  farming  operations.  I 
do  not  know  of  any  areas  in  the  Pleasanton  Valley  where  as  much 
alkali  was  in  evidence  as  is  in  evidence  on  288,  291,  and  V-268,  that 
has  been  successfully  drained,  and  the  alkali  cleared  out  of  the  soil. 
I  do  not  know  of  any  land  in  Pleasanton  on  which  there  was  alkali 
originally,  and  on  which,  through  drainage  crops  are  now  being  suc- 
cessfully grown.  I  do  not  include  the  hop  land  in  that  class.  The 
drainage  of  that  hop  land  was  for  the  purpose  of  reclaiming  the  land 
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from  the  water  that  was  preventing  cultivation  on  it.  That  operation 
would  also  rid  it  of  alkali,  but  it  did  not  rid  the  Whalen  land  of  alkali, 
nor  did  it  rid  the  Hewlett  ranch,  or  the  Chabot  ranch,  even  if  it  was 
drained,  nor  it  did  not  take  the  alkali  out  of  portions  of  S-268.  There 
has  not  been  a  complete  system  of  drainage  on  the  Whalen  land,  but 
there  have  been  efforts  made  to  drain  it.  There  have  been  levees  built 
there,  and  dikes  and  ditches  put  in.  2103 

With  the  exception  of  putting  that  ditch  through  the  Chabot 
ranch,  and  deepening  the  Tassajero  Creek,  I  do  not  know  of  any  ex- 
tensive scale  to  drain  any  of  these  other  pieces  that  I  have  referred 
to.  I  think  the  deepening  of  the  Tassajero  Creek  was  more  to  pre- 
vent overflow  than  for  drainage  purposes.  Those  were  the  only  op- 
erations that  I  knew,  with  the  opening  of  the  canal  on  the  west  of  the 
hop  yard,  the  cleaning  out  of  the  Mocho  Creek,  and  the  running  of 
those  canals  up  to  the  Santa  Rita  road,  and  of  the  canal  on  the  Chabot 
ranch.  There  have  been  extensive  drainage  operations  carried  on 
west  of  the  Santa  Rita  road  on  all  of  those  lands,  but  my  understand- 
ing was  that  this  operation  was  for  the  purpose  of  draining  that  land 
of  water,  and  making  it  fit  for  cultivation. 

Hewlett  tract,  291:  I  could  see  very  little  difference  between 
that  and  the  Chabot  ranch,  and  was  compelled  to  put  the  same  valua- 
tion on  it.  The  southerly  portion  of  it  gets  an  advantage  from  the 
Tassajero  Creek  canal,  and  that  is  the  best  land  in  the  tract.  I  do 
not  know  that  the  drainage  in  that  case  has  demonstrated  that  it  will 
relieve  the  land  from  all  alkaline  effects,  but  that  land  is  better  land 
back  in  there  next  to  the  creek,  as  is  also  all  of  the  land  of  that  terri- 
tory; from  the  Dublin-Livermore  road,  as  you  proceed  south,  all  of 
the  land  improves,  and  this  may  be  benefited  by  the  drainage  into 
Tassajero  Creek,  and  it  may  be  that  it  is  the  natural  improvement  of 
the  soil  working  in  the  direction  toward  Pleasanton.  2104 

Questioned  by  Mr.  Steinhart. 

I  do  not  know  whether  the  drainage  was  what  improved  it  or  not. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 

There  are  50  or  60  acres  of  fairly  good  land  toward  the  south  in 
the  Head-Hewlett  tract,  worth  from  $150  to  $200.  There  is  some 
good  land  in  V-268,  but  how  much,  I  could  not  definitely  state.  Not 
all  of  it  south  of  the  railroad  is  good  land.  It  would  be  only  a  guess 
for  me  to  say  how  much  of  it.  It  varies  in  quality  of  goodness  from 
medium,  to  fair,  to  good.  I  never  walked  through  the  tract  when 
there  was  a  crop  on  it,  or  followed  a  mower  on  it  or  anything  of  that  2105 
kind.  I  have  observed  often  that  certain  areas  on  that  tract  had  a 
far  heavier  and  better  crop  than  other  areas  on  the  same  tract;  I  at- 
tributed the  reason  to  the  fact  that  the  area  having  a  better  crop  on 
it  was  better  land  and  better  soil.  I  have  seen  hay  and  grain  grow- 
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ing  on  the  Head-Hewlett  tract,  and  I  have  seen  both  wheat  and  barley 
on  it.  I  could  not  say  what  the  yield  per  acre  in  barley  was,  or  as  to 
wheat  either.  It  was  a  fair  crop  over  the  whole  tract,  but  not  a  good 
crop.  The  portion  next  the  road,  through  which  the  railroad  runs  is 
inclined  to  be  hog-wallowed — low  places  and  high  knolls.  You  will 
see  on  top  of  one  of  those  places  a  great  big  tuft  of  healthy  looking 
grain  growing,  while  the  areas  surrounding  it  in  the  low  place  have 
practically  no  crop  at  all  on  them.  The  value  of  the  remainder  of 
that  tract  varies  down  the  scale  to  $50.  The  poorest  land  is  worth  as 

2106  low  as  $50  an  acre,  and  the  good  land  is  \vorth  correspondingly  more 
as  the  land  improves  in  quality  going  toward  the  southerly  end  of  it 

289  is  similar  in  character  to  V-268.  It  has  not  been  farmed  as 
regularly.  Also  shows  traces  of  alkali  on  it.  The  poorest  land  of  the 
tract  is  the  land  east  of  the  railroad.  The  southerly  portion  is  better 
than  that  portion  lying  between  the  railroad  right  of  way  and  the 
Pleasanton- Santa  Rita  road.  On  the  whole  289  is  about  like  the  aver- 
age of  V-268.  I  placed  the  valuation  of  $150  on  289  as  against  $125 
on  V-268  because  it  gets  better  in  the  southerly  and  westerly  portion. 
It  is  a  smaller  tract,  and  it  is  better  land  in  back  and  in  toward  270. 
The  area  of  alkali  on  289  is  less  than  the  average  area  on  V-268.  I 
will  say  that  the  land  is  a  little  better  land  than  in  V-268,  but  I  will 
let  my  answer  stand  that  the  average  of  289  is  about  like  the  average 
of  V-268.  The  land  in  the  southerly  portion  of  291,  and  the  land  in 

2107  the  Chabot  ranch  adjoining  it,  is  very  similar  land.     There  is  very 
little  difference  in  those  two  soils,  and  they  are  both  fairly  good  pieces 
of  land,  and  will  produce  fairly  good  crops  in  all  ordinary  seasons. 
When  I  said  that  the  Chabot  property  would  not  produce  a  crop  on 
the  average  more  than  once  in  five  years,  I  referred  to  the  aggregate 
of  the  Chabot  tract.     From  my  conclusion  the  Chabot  ranch  has  a 
chance — nearly  the  whole  of  it — to  produce  a  fair  crop  under  ideal 
conditions.    The  chance  is  always  there  that  the  time  might  come  that 
a  farmer  would  strike  it  right  and  get  a  good  crop  off  that  place  and 
make  a  bunch  of  money.    That  has  been  the  lure  that  has  made  many 
men  farm  that  land  for  years  and  years  hoping  they  could  get  a  crop 
off  it  and  make  a  killing.    There  is  always  the  element  of  luck  though 
that  a  man  might  get  a  crop  in  there  and  get  an  ideal  season,  and  make 

2108  a  bunch  of  money.    It  is  the  ideal  conditions,  and  those  ideal  condi- 
tions are  but  a  dream.     They  have  never  been  realized  by  many  and 
many  a  man  who  has  farmed  that  ranch.     There  is  very  nearly  100 
acres  of  good  land  in  that  corner.    I  think  it  gets  better  as  it  gets  west 
toward  that  bridge  there ;  immediately  after  you  cross  the  bridge  on 
Tassajero  Creek  there  is  better  land  than  the  Head-Hewlett  land.    I 
think  that  land  on  the  Chabot  ranch  in  that  district  is  worth  from 
$25  to  $50  an  acre  more  than  the  land  in  the  Head-Hewlett  place.    It 
would  be  worth  about  $175  or  $200  an  acre,  and  I  would  say  there  are 
75  to  100  acres  of  that  kind  of  land.    The  indications  on  the  ground 
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are  that  the  land  west  of  the  county  road  is  not  as  good  as  the  land  on 
the  east  at  that  point. 

Referring  to  the  land  west  of  the  Alamo  Canal,  there  is  an  area 
in  there  marked  on  map  "alfalfa"  that  is  fairly  good  land,  but  that 
is  further  north  than  the  place  I  refer  to.  I  am  talking  about  the  land 
west  of  the  Alamo  Canal.  That  land  is  not  so  good  but  when  you  pro-  2109 
ceed  northward  along  that  road  to  where  the  alfalfa  is  you  will  then 
find  another  strip  of  pretty  fair  good  land  on  the  Chabot  ranch,  which 
would  probably  work  up  to  $175  to  $200  an  acre.  There  may  be  40 
or  50  acres  around  that  alfalfa  that  is  pretty  good  land.  I  do  not  say 
that  is  good  land  simply  because  alfalfa  is  growing  there,  but  the  man 
who  selected  that  piece  to  put  alfalfa  in  had  a  knowledge  that  he  was 
getting  pretty  good  land  when  he  put  it  in.  I  say  it  is  poor  alfalfa 
because  any  alfalfa  without  irrigation  over  there  is  going  to  be  poor. 
I  do  not  intend  to  give  the  impression  that  the  alfalfa  is  poor  on  ac- 
count of  the  poor  condition  of  the  soil,  because  I  believe  that  that  soil 
there  could  grow  alfalfa  if  you  put  water  on  it.  I  have  no  criticism  to 
make  of  that  particular  portion  of  the  Chabot  piece.  I  consider  there 
are  200  acres  of  land  on  the  Chabot  ranch,  but  not  in  any  one  por-  2110 
tion  together,  that  will  grow  alfalfa.  I  won't  say  that  there  are  200 
acres  on  the  Chabot  ranch  as  good  as  any  of  the  land  in  Pleasanton 
Valley.  I  do  not  consider  the  portion  of  the  Chabot  ranch  where  that 
alfalfa  is  growing  as  good  as  the  land  further  south,  on  which  1  have 
placed  a  valuation  of  $400  and  $500  an  acre,  because  it  is  not  the  same 
kind  of  soil.  At  the  time  the  tule  was  growing  there  south  of  Tassajero 
Creek,  very  little  areas  on  the  Chabot  ranch  contained  any  willows  or 
any  tules,  and  the  reason  was  because  it  was  not  as  good  soil  as  the 
soil  south  and  along  the  banks  of  the  Tassajero  and  Mocho.  If  it  had 
been  as  good,  and  it  had  equally  as  much  water  on  it,  it  would  have 
grown  the  same  growth  of  willows  and  tules  as  grew  down  below,  so  I 
think  the  land  on  the  Chabot  ranch  is  not  as  fertile  and  as  good  as  the 
land  across  the  Tassajero  Creek,  and  along  those  canals.  It  is  better 
on  the  piece  where  the  alfalfa  is  growing  and  further  north;  that  is 
where  the  Tassajero  Creek  comes  along  there,  and  that  is  the  best  part 
of  the  ranch.  I  think  that  will  grow  alfalfa  with  irrigation.  I  con- 
sider the  200  acres  on  the  Chabot  ranch,  which  was  good  for  growing 
alfalfa,  to  be  worth  $250  an  acre.  There  is  more  land  within  the 
Chabot  enclosure  of  nearly  200  acres,  on  which  it  is  reasonable  to  2111 
expect  a  fair  yield  of  alfalfa,  and  which  I  value  at  $150  an  acre.  The 
remainder  I  value  at  $50.  That  will  figure  out  800  acres  at  $50,  200 
acres  at  $250,  191  acres  at  $150.  That  figures  $118,650,  or  a  little 
less  than  $100  an  acre.  I  got  at  that  in  that  way,  and  called  it  $100 
an  acre  land. 

U-268,  valued  at  $300  per  acre ;  planted  to  beets  and  barley  this 
year.  Very  ordinary  crop  of  barley  this  year,  but  I  have  seen  fairly 
good  barley  crops.  Beet  crop  this  year  is  medium,  but  I  have  seen  a 
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very  good  beet  crop  in  there.    That  land  produced  about  the  best  beets 

2112  in  the  Pleasanton  country,  but  it  is  pretty  well  run  out  now.     You 
cannot  keep  on  cropping  to  beets  and  get  results  year  after  year  for 
eight  or  nine  years.    I  do  not  condemn  the  land  if  it  does  not  produce 
a  good  beet  crop  season  after  season.     That  land  has  been  planted  to 
vegetables  in  places,  and  you  can  groAV  them  fairly  successfully.    The 
entire  tract  is  not  good  vegetable  land,  but  some  areas  of  it  are.   There 
is  considerable  black  loam  on  the  westerly  portion  that  I  do  not  think 
you  could  make  a  success  of  raising  vegetables  on  because  it  is  too 
heavy.     I  would  advise  alternating  with  beets  and  barley  to  get  the 
best  results,  and  I  think  it  would  produce  good  alfalfa. 

2113  The  stand  of  alfalfa  on  the  hop  property  is  not  an  ideal  stand, 
nor  a  poor  stand.     At  the  present  time  on  277,  right  west  of  the 
Wenig  place,  there  is  a  better  stand  of  alfalfa  than  is  down  at  the  hop 
field.    Mr.  Heath  has  it,  but  I  do  not  know  whether  he  is  doing  bet- 
ter than  supporting  a  cow  per  annum  per  acre  on  that  land.     I  do 
not  know  anything  about  that  subject.    I  talked  with  Mr.  Heath  about 
that  property,  but  at  that  time  he  had  not  been  in  the  alfalfa  business 
very  long,  and  I  made  no  inquiry  about  whether  he  could  support  a 

2114  cow  per  acre  per  annum  on  that  land. 

When  I  fixed  my  valuation  of  $100  an  acre  on  288,  I  did  not  know 
that  the  company  had  paid  $165  or  $153  an  acre  for  it.  I  learned  that 
afterwards  when  finishing  up  our  appraisal  for  the  condemnation  suit. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  understood  Mr.  McCutchen  was  still  talking  about  Heath  and 
about  alfalfa,  and  that  he  was  referring  to  the  fact  that  I  put  $200  an 
acre  on  200  acres  of  O-268  where  Heath  has  the  alfalfa.  I  did  not 
know  that  the  company  had  paid  approximately  $150  for  the  Chabot 
piece  when  I  placed  my  valuation  of  $100  on  it. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 

Referring  to  U-268 ;  nearly  all  of  it  is  loam  adobe.  It  is  medium 
heavy,  being  a  dark  brown  soil  that  becomes  sticky  after  it  gets  wet. 
I  would  call  it  a  dark  loam  adobe  soil.  I  consider  it  very  good  soil 
2115  and  very  rich.  It  is  not  as  productive  as  any  of  the  soil  in  Pleas- 
anton. I  think  that  soil  of  the  Kruse  place,  280,  R-268  and  277  are 
better  soils  than  U-268  is.  They  will  yield  more  in  beets  or  alfalfa 
now  since  U-268  has  become  exhausted.  I  am  referring  now  to  1913, 
and  the  land  at  that  time  was  well  run  down.  I  believe  that  the 
land  was  injured  for  the  growing  of  vegetables,  for  I  believe  that 
after  it  has  been  run  down  with  the  production  of  beets  that  it  will 
lessen  the  production  the  following  year  of  barley  or  anything  else. 
The  second  barley  crop  after  beets  will  be  better  than  the  first  barley 
2116  crop.  I  do  not  say  that  I  made  a  substantial  reduction  in  my  ap- 
praisal of  that  land  on  account  of  the  fact  that  I  thought  it  was 
for  the  time  being  exhausted  for  beet  culture.  I  also  depreciated  it 
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on  account  of  its  swampy  condition  east  of  the  Dublin-Pleasanton 
road,  along  the  Mocho  Creek,  or  the  canal  that  now  drains  the 
Mocho  Creek.  You  will  find  in  there  swampy  land  and  tule,  and 
considerable  water;  there  is  a  good  deal  of  waste  area  back  of  the 
Blacow  place,  looking  from  the  road  across  from  270  you  will  see 
considerable  waste  area  and  tules  in  U-268.  I  did  not  depreciate 
the  value  of  that  portion  on  account  of  the  fact  that  it  was  not 
at  the  present  time,  or  in  December  1913,  fit  for  beet  -cultivation. 


THIRTY-FIRST  HEARING.  SEPTEMBER  13,  1915. 

Witness:    M.  G.  CALLAGHAN,  for  Defendant. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN.  2118 

The  report  I  made  to  the  City  Attorney's  office,  which  was  to  be 
used  in  the  proceedings  in  condemnation  instituted  by  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  against  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,  was 
turned  in  to  the  City  Attorney's  office,  to  the  best  of  my  recollection, 
in  either  August  or  September,  1914.  It  was  made  after  a  careful 
examination  of  the  property.  I  think  my  notes  showed  a  valuation 
of  $30  an  acre  on  Section  6,  township  6  south,  range  2  east;  that  is, 
the  notes  when  I  made  my  first  trip  over  the  country.  I  did  not  put 
a  valuation  of  $30  on  that  section.  There  is  $35  on  the  southwest 
quarter  of  the  section,  and  on  the  southeast  quarter  $15  an  acre.  The 
northeast  quarter  $30.  The  southwest  quarter  $10.  My  total  valua- 
tion, when  I  turned  in  the  report,  was  $14,500,  and  today  my  total 
valuation  is  $14,497.  That  is  composed  of  1-268,  containing  161.44 
acres.  These  two  1's  belong  in  the  same.  One  goes  in  at  $30  an  acre, 
and  one  at  $15.  m-268,  the  20  acre  piece  in  this  corner  here — that  is 
on  Map  18 — we  will  check  these  out  now  so  we  can  see  where  we  are. 
1-268,  containing  161.44  acres  at  $30  an  acre,  $4,843.20.  I  am  checking 
my  valuation  as  contained  in  my  exhibit  in  this  case.  This  is  my  re- 
port to  the  City  Attorney's  office  at  the  time  I  turned  it  in,  and  I 
have  here  my  exhibit  in  this  case,  which  I  am  now  comparing  with  2120 
the  report  turned  in  to  the  City  Attorney's  office;  1-268  containing 
160  acres  at  $15,  $2400 ;  m-268,  containing  20  acres  in  this  section,  at 
$12  an  acre,  $240;  p-268,  containing  61.26  acres,  that  is  that  portion 
of  it  in  section  6,  at  $30  an  acre,  $1837.80.  There  is  61.26  acres  of 
p-268  in  Section  6;  A-345,  containing  79.33  acres,  at  $35  an  acre, 
$2776.55 ;  h-268,  containing  120  acres,  at  $10,  $1200 ;  i-268  containing 
40  acres  at  $30  an  acre,  $1200,  making  a  total  for  the  section,  contain- 
ing 642.03  acres,  of  $14,497.55. 

The  southeast  quarter  is  better  than  the  southwest  quarter  of  that 
section.     I  will  get  my  description  of  that,  and  I  can  tell  you  more 
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accurately.  The  southeast  quarter  is  here  described  as  $15  an  acre 
land;  some  farming  land,  but  mostly  pasture,  with  rock  predominat- 
ing on  the  ridges,  and  steep  slopes,  etc.  The  Carrick  place  is  over  in 
there.  I  think  the  southeast  quarter  is  the  best  quarter  in  that  sec- 
tion. The  northwest  quarter  is  better  than  the  northeast.  There  is 

2121  very  little  difference  between  the  northeast  and  the  northwest  quar- 
ters.   I  had  some  of  the  notes  from  which  that  report  was  made.     I 
made  different  notes  of  different  places,  and  went  in  again  and  again 
and  made  several  notes  over  and  over.    There  is  a  mistake  where  the 
two  southwest  quarters  are  shown ;  this  one  should  be  the  southeast.    I 
will  see  if  I  can  get  the  notes  from  which  that  was  made.    I  find  I  have 
other  notes  here  on  Section  6.     The  southwest  quarter  of  Section  6 
does  adjoin  the  Priesker  place.    Over  here  is  the  northwest ;  I  put  $35 

2122  an  acre  on  that  at  that  time.    This  should  be  the  northwest  quarter, 
traversed  by  the  Calaveras  Creek.    That  is  the  same  valuation  I  have 
placed  on  that  piece  today.    The  other  notes,  which  I  have  on  Section 
6,  T.  6  S,  R.  2  E.,  are  to  the  effect  that  the  top  of  the  same  is  farmed 
to  hay  by  Parks,  the  balance  in  ravines,  with  heavy  shrub  of  all  kinds, 
and  that  the  Calaveras  Creek  runs  through  the  southerly  portion  of 
the  quarter.    A  steep  road  to  get  the  crop  out,  but  it  is  a  fairly  good 
quarter,  worth  about  $20  an  acre.    That  is  a  portion  of  Section  6.    That 
seems  to  be  referring  to  the  whole  section.    The  idea  might  be  that  I 
valued  the  whole  section  at  $20  an  acre.    I  referred  you  to  notes  the 
other  day,  where  I  valued  it  at  $30  an  acre,  but  this  would  be  no  cri- 
terion to  value  at  all.    Sometimes  I  would  go  out  with  a  scratch  table*, 
and  make  notes  on  that.     My  thought  is  very  well  expressed  here. 

2123  This  is  the  final  culmination  of  my  notes.    The  northwest  quarter  here 
says  $35  an  acre  in  that  report.    The  northwest  quarter  is  better  than 
the  northeast.    This  quarter  that  is  called  the  southwest  quarter  here, 
must  necessarily  be  the  southeast.    Taking  it  as  a  whole,  my  valuation 
on  that  section  in  this  report  is  $14,500.     My  valuation  on  the  same 
section  today  is  $14,497.55.     As  I  said  before,  there  has  been  prac- 
tically no  change  in  these  figures.     There  have  been  changes  in  the 
description,  and  in  the  parcels,  because  of  appraising  them  by  parcels 
and  not  by  sections.    On  the  whole,  though,  it  has  been  the  same  valua- 
tion all  the  way  through.     There  are  approximately  no  changes.     In 
some  places  they  may  have  been  raised,  and  in  some  places  lowered. 

2124  Referring  to  Map  18,  the  first  parcel  is  1-268.     There  are  321.44 
acres  in  that.    My  valuation  for  161.44  acres  is  $30  an  acre ;  160  acres 
at  $15.     That  accounts  for  the  321.44  acres.    I  was  not  influenced  in 
my  valuations  by  the  fact  that  those  were  the  assessed  valuations  of 
those  properties  for  purposes  of  taxation. 

The  next  parcel  is  m-268,  containing  20  acres,  at  $12  an  acre.  I 
did  not  know  that  the  assessed  valuation  on  that  was  $15  an  acre.  I 
valued  h-268,  containing  120  acres,  at  $10  an  acre,  and  I  didn't  know 
that  the  company  was  paying  taxes  on  $19.71  there.  If  I  had,  it  would 
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not  have  influenced  me  at  all.  I  think  that  the  Assessors  in  those 
counties  give  the  Spring  Valley  a  little  the  worst  of  it.  I  know  they 
do.  My  valuation  of  E-268,  Map  17,  meaning  the  320  acres  in  Section  2125 
8,  is  $10  an  acre.  The  160  acre  piece  in  Section  12  I  valued  at  $4  an 
acre.  I  didn  't  know  that  the  company  was  assessed  at  $10  an  acre  for 
that.  I  did  not  examine  the  assessment  roll  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
termining what  the  property  was  assessed  at,  but  I  have  examined  the 
assessment  roll  on  several  occasions  for  other  purposes,  and  I  ascer- 
tained what  the  lands  in  the  different  counties  were  assessed  at. 

Parcel  267,  Map  12,  the  175.04  acres,  I  appraised  at  $35  an  acre. 
I  didn't  know  that  the  assessment  was  $87.91. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  did  not  take  into  consideration  any  of  the  assessed  values. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 

The  orchards  which  I  found  in  the  Calaveras  Valley  on  the  slopes  2126 
leading  into  the  valley,  were  the  two  in  the  floor  of  the  valley  proper. 
There  are  remains  of  an  orchard  on  Pomeroy  Creek.  There  are  the 
remains  of  an  orchard  on  A-345.  There  is  an  orchard  on  the  Patton 
place.  On  the  Patton  place  there  are  scattered  trees.  There  is  an  or- 
chard up  the  road  as  you  come  up,  and  there  are  a  few  trees  up  around 
the  house.  There  are  a  few  fruit  trees  on  the  Priesker  place.  There 
are  scattered  trees  in  different  places  throughout ;  away  up  on  the  tops 
of  the  hills  in  the  Beverson  place  in  Section  36  there  are  a  few  fruit 
trees.  There  are  a  few  down  around  the  dam  in  places.  There  are  a 
few  fruit  trees  scattered  up  in  Section  34  on  Arroyo  Honda  Creek.  2127 
The  land  which  I  described  as  farm  land,  sloping  toward  the  valley 
and  the  floor  of  the  valley,  is  pretty  well  dotted  with  orchards.  On 
nearly  every  ranch  they  picked  out  a  particular  spot  of  land  on  which 
to  plant  a  few  fruit  trees.  I  observe  that  where  the  fruit  trees  are 
planted  is  generally  the  best  part  of  the  land. 

In  the  report  which  I  made  to  the  City  Attorney  with  reference 
to  Section  6,  I  said  "The  northwest  quarter  traversed  by  Calaveras 
Creek,  in  the  southerly  end  of  Calaveras  Valley,  some  gravelly  creek 
bottom.  Stretches  suitable  for  cultivation.  There  has  been  an 
orchard  and  a  vineyard  planted  on  this  tract,  but  results  appear 
to  have  been  unsatisfactory."  From  my  inspection  of  that,  it  ap- 
peared it  had  not  been  cultivated  for  some  time  when  I  saw  it.  It 
might  have  been  ten  years  or  more.  I  saw  that  those  trees  had  been 
planted  for  some  time,  and  had  been  in  bearing  before  the  former 
owner  had  disposed  of  the  land,  but  they  had  not  made  any  very  good 
growth,  the  trees  have  not  grown  large.  It  had  not  been  a  prosperous 
looking  orchard  at  the  time  it  was  sold.  In  other  words,  it  seemed  to 
me  that  the  farmer  who  owned  the  place  had  planted  those  trees  and 
given  them  his  care  and  attention,  and  brought  them  into  bearing,  but 
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had  not  got  good  results  from  them  before  cultivation  ceased  there, 
and  the  same  thing  in  regard  to  the  vines.     I  concluded  from  that 

2128  that  the  results  had  been  unsatisfactory.     From  my  general  observa- 
tion of  fruit  trees,  I  would  say  that  I  would  have  a  general  knowledge 
sufficient  to  say  whether  an  orchard  was  thriving  and  successful  or 
not.    I  would  think  that  if  they  had  been  thrifty  while  cared  for,  they 
would  have  shown  a  larger  growth  of  trunk  or  branches.     From  my 
judgment  in  looking  at  the  trees  it  seems  they  had  been  bearing  for 
some  years  before  they  ceased  taking  care  of  them.     I  could  not  tell 
you  how  old  the  trees  are.    I  would  say  they  did  not  seem  to  be  well 
nourished  or  well  developed  at  the  time  when  they  ceased  cultivating. 
I  don't  know  how  much  growth  they  had  obtained.    I  would  say  that 
fruit  trees  would  not  do  well  on  that  particular  tract.    It  is  not  a  soil 
fitted  for  fruit.     It  is  a  kind  of  a  light,  red  soil  which  bakes  very 
quickly  after  a  rain.    The  depth  of  soil  on  the  side  of  that  hill  on  the 
bench  there  may  be  3  or  4  or  5  inches.     I  consider  soil  that  bakes 
quickly  after  a  rain  is  not  good  soil  for  fruit  growing.     The  black 

2129  adobe  soil  does  not  go  into  cement.    That  is — a  cement  hardness  like 
that  does.     The  black  adobe  will  bake  quickly  and  crack.    This  light 
red  soil  hardens  something  similar  to  cement.     I  don't  know  if  there 
is  any  cement  in  that  soil.    I  consider  any  soil  less  than  10  or  12  inches 
to  bedrock  is  shallow.    There  are  areas  on  all  of  those  hill  farms  where 
rock  comes  to  the  surface,  and  where  rock  comes  to  the  surface  there 
is  no  soil. 

There  are  portions  of  the  Priesker  place  where  rock  does  not  come 
to  the  surface.  In  making  my  examination  to  ascertain  that  I  walked 
over  and  saw  it.  There  are  places  where  they  plowed  where  the  soil 
is  not  over  12  inches  deep.  I  don't  know  when  they  plowed;  the  re- 

2130  mains  of  the  plowing  was  there  when  I  was  looking  at  it.    I  did  not 
use  an  implement  of  any  kind  to  ascertain  the  depth  of  the  soil.     I 
could  take  you  to  several  places  on  the  Priesker  place,  and  to  some 
on  the  Levy  place,  where  you  could  find  the  soil  was  not  more  than  12 
inches  deep.    On  the  Patton  place,  the  sub-soil  comes  in  less  than  12 
inches  in  several  places.     One  place  is  on  the  ridge  southwest  of  the 
house.    You  will  find  sub-soil  in  10  inches  in  some  places,  and  in  some 
places  in  8  inches;  a  different  soil  that  becomes  a  sub-soil.     The  two 
places  where  the  orchards  are  on  the  Patton  place  there  is  a  good  deep 
soil.     There  are  areas  between  the  orchard  and  where  the  house  stood 
that  is  similar  soil  to  that  hi  the  orchard,  but  when  you  go  south  of 
the  house  on  the  ridge  it  is  entirely  different  soil.     There  are  some 
small  patches  in  there  in  different  places  of  different  soil.    The  exam- 

2131  ination  I  made  was  in  walking  over  the  land  and  looking  at  it,  and 
looking  at  the  growth  on  the  land,  and  this  enabled  me  to  tell  the  dif- 
ference in  the  character  of  the  soil  in  the  different  portions  I  was  go- 
ing over.    I  found  a  considerable  growth  of  oak  on  the  whole  property. 
The  presence  of  oak  in  those  hills  is  not  a  criterion.     Oak  will  grow 
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on  very  poor  soil  there.  I  have  seen  some  very  good  oak  trees  on  rocky 
soils.  I  have  seen  a  good  growth  of  oaks  where  there  is  not  much  soil 
all  over  the  Mt.  Day  road.  They  are  large  oaks.  The  soil  is  not  very 
good,  fertile  soil.  I  don't  know  what  produces  those  enormous  oaks. 
They  go  down  into  the  ground  and  get  their  sustenance,  from  some- 
thing that  is  not  visible  around  the  surface.  I  cannot  describe  the 
action,  but  they  grow  there.  You  could  possibly  get  a  better  oak  tree  2132 
on  a  better  soil.  I  do  not  know  that  vegetation  of  that  kind  cannot 
grow  excepting  in  good  soil.  I  cannot  account  for  the  fact  that  oak 
trees  grow  in  those  places  where  J  know  the  soil  is  poor.  I  know  that 
in  a  good  soil  an  oak  tree  will  grow  better  and  larger  than  it  will  in 
a  poor  soil.  I  do  not  know  that  an  oak  tree  which  shows  a  thrifty 
growth  makes  more  demand  on  the  soil  than  any  other  vegetation  we 
have  in  this  country.  That  is  going  a  long  way. 

Referring  to  P-268,  Map  10,  in  the  southeast  corner  of  the  map, 
my  valuation  was  $500  an  acre.  I  considered  that  those  lots  remaining  2133 
in  that  subdivision  and  unsold  should  sell  for  that  price.  That  is  all 
I  can  tell  you  about  my  method  of  arriving  at  the  value  of  that  prop- 
erty. That  was  a  sufficient  guide  to  me.  What  I  thought  a  willing 
buyer  would  pay  a  willing  seller.  I  base  my  conclusion  as  to  that  by 
looking  at  the  lots  and  looking  at  the  land,  and  the  location  of  them. 
1  looked  upon  them  as  subdivisions  that  could  be  sold  for  homes.  I 
believe  the  best  of  the  property  has  been  sold.  I  believe  that  the  best 
and  most  available  lots  in  that  subdivision  have  been  disposed  of. 
Naturally  they  would  be  sold  before  the  others.  I  mean  the  most 
available  for  residential  purposes.  The  unsold  portion  is  across  the 
road  from  this  sold  portion.  There  is  quite  an  area  in  there  along 
the  creek  that  don't  front  on  County  Road  1530  or  1533.  There  is  a 
limited  frontage  on  1533.  There  is  a  larger  frontage  on  1530  on  the 
way  toward  Livermore.  The  sold  portions  front  on  the  road.  They 
are  further  removed  from  Pleasanton  only  by  the  width  of  the  road.  2134 

In  determining  the  value  of  these  properties,  I  did  not  make  any 
inquiry  to  ascertain  the  selling  price  of  the  surrounding  property.  I 
did  not  ask  anybody  regarding  the  prices  of  property  bought  there.  I 
know  the  value  of  town  lots  in  Pleasanton  and  Livermore  both.  I 
don't  know  of  any  sale  made  in  the  vicinity  of  these  properties.  I 
used  my  judgment  in  putting  a  valuation  of  $500  an  acre  on  that 
property.  There  must  have  been  sales  made  there.  I  don't  think  those  2135 
sales  would  have  been  a  better  guide  than  my  unsupported  opinion, 
because  a  man  buying  those  lots  would  have  to  sell  them  for  a  great 
deal  more  than  $500  an  acre  in  order  to  get  his  money  back,  and  I  also 
considered  the  time  he  would  have  to  hold  the  lots  and  the  time  he 
would  have  his  money  invested  in  them  before  he  could  get  it  back. 
I  don't  know  of  any  single  lots  in  the  neighborhood  having  been  sold 
or  what  they  were  sold  for.  That  would  be  no  guide  to  me  in  making 
the  valuation  of  that  property  anyway.  I  figured  in  cleaning  out  that 
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property  in  one  purchase.  The  man  who  could  pay  for  it  in  one  pur- 
chase, what  he  could  afford  to  buy  it  at,  and  what  he  would  have  to  sell 
it  at.  My  recollection  is  that  the  lots  in  that  subdivision  varied  in 
sizes ;  some  larger  and  some  smaller,  or  probably  one  owner  purchased 
two  lots  and  put  them  into  one.  I  don 't  know  whether  any  sales  have 
been  made  in  that  particular  subdivision. 

My  recollection  is  that  I  valued  T-268  at  $400.  My  guide  in  de- 
termining that  value  was  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  used  as  a  siding 
to  load  beets  or  load  anything  on  there,  and  the  fact  of  the  frontage 
that  it  had  on  the  railroad  added  in  my  opinion  to  the  value  of  that 
piece  of  property.  It  has  quite  a  frontage  on  the  railroad  track,  and 
it  has  been  used  for  the  purpose  of  loading  beets  at  the  station,  and  it 
has  a  value  in  excess  of  the  surrounding  properties.  I  didn't  value  it 

2136  for  agricultural  purposes,  but  for  what  it  is  used  for.    I  don't  know 
of  any  sale  in  that  locality  except  the  Spring  Valley  sales.    In  a  gen- 
eral way  I  knew  what  the  Spring  Valley  had  paid  for  them,  or  shortly 
after  I  began  to  place  a  value  on  them,  I  ran  across  data  in  the  City 
Attorney's  office  that  showed  the  presumable  prices  that  the  Spring 
Valley  had  paid  for  those  properties.    I  had  that  information  long  be- 
fore I  made  my  report.     The  next  is  R-268,  and  I  know  where  the 
Pleasanton  vegetable  gardens  are.     There  is  one  garden  immediately 
south  of  R-268,  and  one  in  an  easterly  direction  from  there  on  the 
Livermore  road.     They  are  both  successful  vegetable  gardens.     The 
vegetable  garden  immediately  south  of  R-268  is  nearer  the  creek,  and  it 
is  a  more  loamy  soil,  and  there  are  not  streaks  of  gravel  through  the 
land  in  the  vegetable  gardens  like  there  are  in  R-268.    I  didn't  meas- 
ure the  streaks  of  gravel,  and  I  couldn  't  tell  you  how  much  land  there 
is  in  them,  but  the  streaks  run  through  there  where  the  old  creek 
channels  were  that  formerly  existed.     The  streaks  of  gravel  are  all 

2137  planted  to  alfalfa.     There  is  always  a  lighter  crop  on  the  streaks  of 
gravel  than  on  the  loamy  land  adjoining  it.     The  alfalfa  production 
is  lighter  where  the  gravel  is.    I  state  that  from  my  observations.    I 
could  not  give  you  an  estimate  of  the  acreage  of  gravelly  land.    It  is 
scattered  here  and  there  throughout  the  tract.     I  don't  think  there 
is  much  difference  in  all  of  the  land  in  there. 

I  valued  all  the  area  west  of  the  Santa  Rita  road  the  same,  with 
the  exception  of  200  acres.  R-268  will  produce  about  the  same  as  any 
of  the  $500  land,  only  not  so  luxuriously  or  plentifully.  I  don't  con- 

2138  sider  the  $500  an  acre  land  as  available  for  alfalfa.    All  the  $500  an 
acre  should  produce  as  good  vegetables  as  can  be  found,  and  as  much 
vegetables  as  can  be  found  anywhere  in  the  country.    It  is  all  good 
land.    R-268  will  not  do  that.    I  know  that  from  my  own  experience 
around  Pleasanton.     I  saw  the  time  the  Japanese  and  Chinese  were 
south  and  north  of  County  Road  2000,  and  I  saw  the  crops  they  pro- 
duced on  that  land ;  vegetables  and  berries,  and  I  saw  similar  land  to 
that.    It  looked  similar  planted  to  those  crops,  but  did  not  produce 
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nearly  as  much  as  those  men  got  down  there,  and  apparently  it  was 
the  same  tillage.  My  opportunities  of  observing  was  the  usual  method 
of  passing  along  and  looking  at  the  crops.  I  was  all  through  the  lands. 
I  don't  think  I  mentioned  any  other  place  like  R-268,  where  the  vege- 
tables were  not  successful.  I  saw  vegetables  tried  on  all  of  those  areas 
in  there.  I  saw  vegetables  tried  on  280  and  along  there,  and  they  2139 
were  not  as  good  as  the  vegetables  produced  south  of  the  county  road. 
I  don't  know  who  tried  them  on  280.  It  was  several  years  ago.  I 
don't  know  to  what  extent  280  was  used,  but  there  were  vegetables  in 
there.  I  saw  them.  I  don't  know  whether  they  were  for  the  market 
or  a  home  garden.  There  were  potatoes  and  beets  in  there  this  year. 
The  potatoes  looked  fairly  good  to  me.  My  general  observation  and 
my  knowledge  of  the  land,  justify  me  I  think  in  saying  that  these 
lands  south  of  County  Road  2000,  and  those  lands  on  which  I  put  $500 
an  acre,  is  more  fertile  land,  and  will  produce  more  abundantly  than 
those  lands  will.  The  means  of  comparison  are  my  observation  and 
knowledge  of  the  land.  My  knowledge  of  a  crop  in  passing  along  and 
looking  at  it;  what  it  is,  and  what  it  is  going  to  produce.  280  and 
R-268  will  not  produce  the  same  crops  as  the  land  I  valued  at  $500  an 
acre.  I  base  that  statement  on  my  knowledge  of  the  land  and  my  ob-  2140 
servation  of  what  has  been  produced  on  different  tracts  justified  me  in 
saying  that. 

My  recollection  is  I  saw  those  tracts  in  vegetables  with  the  same 
tillage  given  to  each  tract.  The  $500  an  acre  tracts  produced  the  best 
crops.  I  cannot  place  the  year  when  I  saw  that  done,  but  I  saw  it  for 
a  number  of  years.  I  don 't  know  anything  about  chemistry.  I  made  a 
difference  in  the  valuation  of  R-268  compared  to  the  lands  south  of  2140^ 
Road  2000,  because  there  was  some  gravel  in  R-268.  I  certainly  do  say 
that  the  presence  of  gravel  on  R-268  interferes  with  the  productivity  of 
the  land.  I  have  seen  vegetation  growing  in  gravel.  I  will  cite  you 
now  as  the  best  instance  of  proof  of  what  I  am  stating  to  a  tract  down 
west  of  the  hop  kilns,  and  you  can  look  at  streaks  of  gravel  in  through 
there  where  the  richest  kind  of  alfalfa  growths  is  right  on  the  bank  of 
the  old  creek,  and  the  old  creek  is  dead  and  dried  up.  It  certainly  will 
interfere  with  the  production  in  all  of  those  tracts  where  the  streaks 
of  gravel  are.  It  has  been  a  great  many  years  since  water  has  flowed 
in  the  creek  bed  to  which  I  just  referred.  Not  within  the  last  thirty 
years  anyway. 

I  did  not  ascertain  whether  a  sale  had  been  made  of  some  of  the 
lands  in  the  vegetable  tract  south  of  R-268.  2141 

There  are  some  streaks  of  gravel  not  far  from  the  fence  near  the 
vegetable  garden  to  the  south,  but  most  of  the  streaks  are  farther  back 
near  the  middle  of  the  tract.  There  is  alfalfa  on  that.  It  is  a  lighter 
growth  than  on  the  other  lands  surrounding  it  where  there  is  no  gravel. 
The  production  per  acre  on  the  gravelly  land  is  about  half  of  what 
it  is  on  other  portions  of  R-268  where  there  is  no  gravel.  I  state  this 
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from  my  own  observation.  I  saw  the  crop  growing  there,  and  I  saw 
the  growth  on  the  ground,  and  could  tell  the  difference.  The  gravel 
in  R-268  does  not  affect  the  growth  as  badly  there  apparently  as  it 
does  further  down  where  I  speak  of  with  the  hop  yard,  because  there 
is  some  growth  on  R-268  in  the  gravelly  streak,  and  west  of  the  hop 
yard  it  is  entirely  dried  out.  I  believe  Con  Nevins  is  the  tenant  on 
R-268.  The  alfalfa  there  does  not  look  as  though  much  attention  had 
been  given  to  it  in  the  last  three  or  four  years.  It  has  not  been  irri- 
gated. That  alfalfa  should  be  irrigated  to  get  good  results.  It  does 

2142  n°t  seem  that  anything  has  been  done  to  exterminate  the  gophers. 
They  seem  to  have  got  the  alfalfa.     I  did  not  consider  any  inherent 
defect  in  the  land.    It  will  produce  alfalfa  if  it  is  taken  care  of  and 
the  gophers  killed.     I  could  not  state  the  gravel  area  accurately.     I 
could  not  even  estimate  it,  because  the  streaks  run  through  there  and 
wind  their  way  through  where  the  old  creek  channel  was. 

I  consider  all  the  land  west  of  the  road  between  Santa  Rita  and 
Dublin,  the  Santa  Rita-Pleasanton  road,  commencing  at  R-268  and 
extending  on  the  west  side  of  the  road  including  278  as  $400  an  acre 
land.  The  difference  between  R-268  and  land  south  of  Road  2000,  is 
that  R-268  is  lighter  soil;  won't  produce  the  same  crops  to  the  acre 

2143  as  the  $500  land  will,  and  is  not  as  good.    On  this  land  it  is  clay  loam. 
It  is  a  light  gray  to  a  brown  in  color.    South  of  County  Road  2000  the 
land  is  a  loamy  land  without  this  dark  gray  mixture  in  it.     It  is  a 
fine  sandy  loam.    The  Arroyo  Valle  Creek  is  the  dividing  line  between 
the  $500  an  acre  land  and  the  other  land.     I  make  the  lands  on  the 
north  of  that  one  price,  and  the  lands  on  the  south  of  it  another  price. 
I  cannot,  account  for  the  difference  in  the  soils  of  the  two  localities, 
except  to  say  that  the  fact  remains  there  is  a  difference  in  the  soil.    As 
I  said  before,  one  is  a  clay  loam  and  the  other  a  sandy  loam.     There 
is  more  of  the  sandy  loam  that  mellows  right  over  like  a  garden  more 
in  the  land  south  of  the  Arroyo  Valle  than  in  the  lands  north  of  it, 
and  the  further  you  go  in  that  direction  the  heavier  the  soil  becomes, 

2144  and  a8  it  g°es  west  an<*  south,  the  soil  becomes  better  all  the  way 
down. 

Referring  to  lands  below  County  Road  2000;  G-241  is  a  tract 
where  there  is  sandy  loam.  That  is  not  south  of  County  Road  2000, 
but  is  south  of  the  Arroyo  Valle.  South  of  County  Road  2000,  k-239 
is  sandy  loam,  particularly  toward  the  westerly  portion  of  it.  It  is 
very  nice  sandy  loam  there.  The  easterly  portion  is  a  sandy  loam.  It 
is  not  quite  as  light  as  the  sandy  loam  on  the  west,  j-239  is  a  sandy 
loam  also.  It  is  not  a  heavy  black  soil.  The  majority  of  the  soil  down 
in  that  locality  is  sandy  loam.  A  great  majority  of  the  soil.  There 
may  be  small  areas  in  there  where  clay  loam  is  found,  and  the  lands 
which  I  valued  at  $400  an  acre  or  less,  have  clay  loam  soil. 

A  sandy  loam  is  a  soil  that  turns  over  in  the  furrow  and  mellows 
right  down.  A  clay  soil  turns  over  with  a  fallowed  furrow.  A  chunk 
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has  got  to  be  harrowed  down  thoroughly  to  get  it  broken  up  to  plant 
the  seed  in  it,  when  the  other  is  practically  ready  for  seeding  as  soon 
as  it  is  plowed.  This  distinction  applies  to  these  lands  above  and  below 
County  Eoad  2000.  All  of  the  lands  above  the  Arroyo  Valle  are  much 
harder  to  break  up  than  the  lands  below.  In  the  main  all  of  the  lands 
above  the  Arroyo  Valle  are  heavier  lands.  In  some  places  along  the 
creek,  like  in  the  vegetable  gardens,  and  on  the  Kruse  place,  and  some 
acreages  in  there  before  you  come  to  the  hop  yard  house,  you  will  find 
some  soil  of  similar  type  to  the  soil  south  of  the  creek,  but  that  only 
extends  along  the  edge  of  the  creek  in  that  locality.  When  you  leave 
the  creek  and  go  further  north  you  immediately  strike  heavy  clay  loam 
soil. 

My  valuation  of  U-268  was  $300.  U-268  will  produce  most  any 
kind  of  crops  but  not  successfully.  The  westerly  portion,  and  the 
southerly  portion  will  not  produce  potatoes  successfully  under  ordinary 
tillage.  The  quality  of  the  soil  is  not  there.  It  is  too  black  and  adobe.  2146 
I  do  not  think  you  could  grow  potatoes  successfully  on  those  portions 
with  any  kind  of  tillage.  You  could  produce  strawberries  on  it.  When 
I  speak  of  proper  tillage,  I  do  not  mean  the  use  of  a  commercial  fer- 
tilizer, but  the  tillage  that  is  ordinarily  used  by  good  farmers  to  pro- 
duce good  crops,  that  is  ordinary  tillage. 

With  reference  to  potatoes  on  U-268,  the  quality  of  the  soil  is 
such  that  good  potatoes  could  not  be  grown  on  any  of  this  area  south 
of  the  county  road,  and  extending  west  of  the  county  road,  and  south-  2147 
erly  back  along  the  creek  toward  the  hop  yards.  There  is  a  very 
limited  area  along  the  creek  bank  that  would  grow  these  vegetables  or 
berries,  because  the  soil  is  a  very  black  adobe  and  badly  cracked,  and 
this  land  is  not  good  for  irrigation ;  it  becomes  hard. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  refer  to  County  Road  2578.  The  creek  is  on  the  blue  line.  The 
westerly  border  of  the  parcel  is  Laguna  Creek,  and  the  northerly 
border  is  Tassajero  Creek.  Now  there  is  a  large  area  in  U-268  that  is 
north  of  that  road,  which  is  in  a  very  swampy  condition. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 

North  and  east  of  the  road,  and  a  lot  of  tule  growing  in  there.  A 
lot  of  waste  land  in  it  that  could  not  be  farmed  in  any  ordinary  year. 
The  reason  potatoes  cannot  be  grown  is  solely  and  only  on  account  of 
the  characteristics  of  the  soil.  Beets  have  been  grown  there.  There 
have  been  some  successful  crops  of  beets.  On  some  portions  potatoes 
can  be  grown.  It  is  my  understanding  that  the  land  that  will  produce 
satisfactory  beets,  will  not  produce  potatoes  satisfactorily.  I  have  seen 
beets  growing  in  that  soil,  and  I  have  seen  potatoes  tried  to  be  grown  2148 
in  similar  soils  in  other  localities,  and  I  think  I  saw  potatoes  planted 
there  on  some  parts  of  that  tract.  In  that  black  adobe  potatoes  will 
not  grow  successfully.  It  is  almost  impossible  to  dig  them  out  of  the 
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ground  after  the  adobe  freezes  and  cracks.  You  cannot  get  them  out 
as  it  is  frozen  solid.  That  goes  dry  in  June  and  July.  In  adobe  soil 
that  cracks  as  badly  as  that  soil  cracks  it  would  be  foolish  for  a  man 
to  try  to  put  potatoes  in.  It  is  black  adobe.  There  is  over  200  acres 
of  black  adobe  in  that  tract.  It  comes  south  to  the  southwest  corner 
of  0-268.  It  is  all  black  adobe  in  there,  and  across  where  that  line 
is  drawn  is  black  adobe.  I  mean  the  line  running  north  from  G-241 
towards  the  northerly  boundary  line  of  the  tract,  and  the  land  on  both 
sides  of  Valley  Avenue  is  black  adobe,  clear  in  to  where  the  concrete 
foundation  of  the  bridge  is,  and  all  the  area  in  that  corner  south  from 
where  the  concrete  frame  of  the  bridge  is  along  the  Laguna  Creek. 
There  must  be  fully  200  acres  of  black  adobe.  Taking  Valley  Avenue 

2149  as  a  landmark,  the  black  adobe  extends  to  the  southwest  corner  of 
O-268  and  probably  somewhat  further,  and  as  far  south  as  the  south- 
west corner  of  O-268.     It  extends  east  along  Valley  Avenue  all  the 
way  in  to  0-268.    Immediately  after  crossing  O-268  and  getting  into 
U-268  you  strike  black  adobe  that  extends  all  the  way  through.    Be- 
ginning at  a  point  in  the  northwest  corner  of  O-268  where  it  adjoins 
U-268  the  black  adobe  extends  along  into  Valley  Avenue  in  O-268. 
There  are  two  Valley  Avenues  down  there,  but  I  mean  the  one  that 
runs  almost  due  east  and  west.     There  is  black  adobe  in  the  portion 
marked  Rose  Avenue  south  of  County  Eoad  2578.    Going  easterly,  it 
comes  very  nearly  to  that  Valley  Avenue  that  runs  north  and  south ; 
that  westerly  portion  of  O-268  has  got  adobe  in  it,  and  this  triangular 
piece  where  the    word  "road"  is  written,  in  there  below  the  red,  has 

2150  got  adobe  in  it.    It  really  goes  over  to  273.    It  is  more  of  a  clay  loam 
than  adobe  on  273.    It  don't  crack  on  272  or  273;  that  is  clay  loam. 
There  is  not  any  black  adobe  there.    There  is  not  any  on  277  or  278. 
The  land  in  278  immediately  south  of  U-268  differs  from  U-268.    The 
land  in  278  immediately  south  of  that  40  foot  road,  and  south  of  U-268, 
differs  from  the  land  in  U-268,  but  not  until  you  come  to  the  creek. 
The  land  on  U-268  immediately  north  of  278  and  extending  north- 
erly to  the  creek,  is  a  similar  type  of  land  to  the  land  in  278,  but  im- 
mediately after  crossing  the  creek  northerly  you  strike  a  new  type 
of  land. 

2151  North  and  east  of  County  Road  2578  is  a  swampy  land,  low,  with 
considerable  water  in  the  ditches,  and  considerable  tule  grows  on  the 
land,  with  a  good  deal  of  waste  land,  especially  toward  the  easterly 
portion  of  it.    It  is  not  as  dark  or  as  black  adobe  as  the  land  west  of  the 
road.    If  it  was  drained  it  would  be  richer  land  than  the  land  west  of 
the  road.    It  will  grow  better  beets  than  the  land  south  and  west  be- 
cause there  is  less  adobe  in  it.     It  is  richer  soil,  but  it  suffers  from 
lack  of  drainage,  and  it  is  depreciated  because  of  the  large  area  of 
waste  land  that  is  now  grown  to  tule.    Considering  the  situation  as  it 
looks  to  me,  I  would  place  very  little  difference  in  value  between  both 
sides  of  the  road.    While  one  side  is  more  fertile  it  suffers  from  a  lack 
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of  drainage  which  I  think  could  be  remedied.  The  other  is  not  as 
fertile  soil,  and  has  too  much  black  adobe  in  it  for  cultivation.  Taken  2152 
in  connection  with  the  other  portion  of  U-268,  I  think  that  part  south 
and  west  of  County  Road  is  worth  $300  an  acre.  The  northerly  and 
easterly  portion  just  about  balance  the  southerly  and  westerly  por- 
tion. You  have  to  appraise  it  as  a  whole.  1  don 't  think  the  valuation 
of  the  one  part  has  anything  to  do  with  the  valuation  of  the  other, -but 
taken  as  a  whole  I  placed  a  value  of  $300,  but  I  don't  think  there  is 
any  difference  in  the  two  sides  of  it.  I  did  not  consider  the  portion  of 
it  south  and  west  of  County  Road  2578  by  itself.  I  considered  it  in 
connection  with  the  portion  north  and  east.  I  really  could  not  make 
much  distinction  in  the  two  parts,  as  there  is  very  little  difference, 
and  I  would  say  that  the  portion  south  and  west  of  the  road  is  worth 
$300  an  acre.  It  is  entirely  different  from  the  Chabot  tract  immedi-  2153 
ately  north  of  it.  It  is  divided  by  the  creek  there.  A  different  soil. 
The  soil  immediately  changes  with  the  Tassajero  Creek,  which  divides 
the  two  tracts.  The  soil  on  U-268  is  more  easily  cultivable  than  on 
the  Chabot  place.  The  soil  on  the  Chabot  place  is  more  black  adobe, 
and  cracks  worse.  There  are  cracks  large  enough  up  there  on  the 
north  side  of  the  creek  that  you  could  lose  a  sheep  in.  I  have  seen 
cracks  large  enough,  speaking  figuratively, — that  extend  six  and  eight 
inches  in  width  across  them.  I  do  state,  and  I  stake  my  reputation 
as  a  farmer  on  the  fact,  that  there  is  a  difference  in  the  two  soils,  and 
when  I  describe  the  one  as  black  adobe,  and  the  other  as  blacker  adobe, 
I  believe  that  would  fit  the  case  exactly,  because  you  can  see  on  the 
levee  on  the  south  side  of  the  Tassajero,  where  they  are  pumping  _ 

water  out  of  the  creek,  and  the  land  north  of  the  creek,  there  is  no  com- 
parison between  the  two  lands  at  all.  The  presence  of  the  creek  made 
the  lands  on  the  north  of  V-268  very  much  more  valuable  than  the 
lands  in  V-268.  That  is  a  condition  that  exists  over  a  very  limited 
area  of  the  lands  north  of  V-268,  including  that  vegetable  garden  that 
is  there.  Immediately  west  of  that  garden  the  land  goes  off  again 
into  an  adobe  with  alkali  in  it,  on  account  of  the  fact  that  overflow 
of  the  creek  has  deposited  that  sediment,  and  the  structure  of  the  road 
has  held  the  sediment  from  being  washed  away.  I  have  been  within 
the  enclosure  of  U-268  prior  to  1914,  but  I  cannot  state  exactly  when. 
I  was  in  there  for  several  purposes.  I  went  in  there  to  look  at  the 
grain  crop  one  time  that  was  in  the  sacks.  I  got  a  sample  of  grain 
out  of  there,  and  I  was  in  there  more  than  20  years  ago  collecting 
road  taxes.  I  think  I  was  in  there  in  1910,  1911,  and  probably  1912. 
I  do  not  see  much  difference  between  the  land  now  and  when  the  com-  2155 
pany  bought  it  in  1911.  I  don't  think  the  ditches  have  been  widened 
or  cleaned  out  since  the  company  bought  it.  I  don't  know  that  they 
have  been  or  that  they  have  not  been.  I  would  say  that  they  have 
not  been  cleaned  out  since  the  company  bought  it,  but  the  ditches  are 
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simply  filled  up  in  places.  The  ditches  where  the  canal  runs  up 
through  there  are  in  pretty  good  shape  right  now.  They  afford  a  free 
flow  of  water  during  the  winter  season,  but  when  the  spring  comes 
along,  and  the  tule  grows  up,  they  impede  the  flow  of  the  water,  but 
there  is  no  necessity  of  a  free  flow  being  maintained  during  the  sum- 
mer season.  It  is  only  in  the  winter  season  when  the  free  flow  is 
necessary  to  drain  the  land.  The  tule  growth  on  U-268  is  scattered 
in  so  many  different  parcels,  it  would  be  hard  to  say  how  large  an 
area  there  is,  but  I  would  say  there  is  80  to  100  acres  that  has  more 
or  less  tule  on  it  north  and  east  of  County  Road  2578.  I  considered 
those  80  or  100  acres  in  relation  to  the  whole  tract  in  my  valuation, 
and  I  considered  the  whole  tract  worth  $300  an  acre.  The  80  to  100 

2156  acres  by  itself  would  be  worth  nothing,  but  in  connection  with  the 
other  part,  there  is  always  the  bearing  that  these  tules  may  be  gotten 
out  of  there,  and  the  land  cultivated  and  put  into  a  crop,  in  which 
case  it  would  produce  a  very  good  crop.    In  its  present  condition  it 
does  not  add  to  the  productivity  of  the  rest  of  the  land.     Sometimes 
in  the  year  if  you  should  cut  the  tule  out  of  there,  you  would  be  liable 
to  get  a  crop.    They  have  destroyed  a  lot  of  tule  this  season  and  put 
beets  in,  and  they  seem  to  be  doing  pretty  well.    I  assume  that  possibly 
it  could  be  drained  some  better  than  what  it  is.    It  is  doubtful,  how- 
ever, if  it  could  be  perfectly  drained.    I  did  not  investigate  the  fall, 
and  I  am  not  engineer  enough  to  tell  whether  the  fall  which  these 
ditches  have,  if  they  were  deepened  and  widened  would  be  sufficient 
to  drain  the  easterly  and  northerly  portion  of  the  tract  above  the 
County  Road. 

Referring  to  270,  I  stated  that  it  would  be  difficult  to  drain  that 
land.  There  have  been  considerable  efforts  to  drain  it,  but  they  have 

2157  not  been  successful.    I  think  they  were  made  by  the  Alameda  Sugar 
Co.,  principally.    The  Tassajero  Creek  coming  from  Santa  Rita  to  the 
junction  of  268 ;  it  has  got  a  canal  cut  across  the  westerly  line  of  270, 
connecting  with  the  Mocho  Creek,  in  order  to  drain  that  land  and 
keep  the  water  off  of  there,  to  divert  it  both  ways  around  the  upper 
end,  and  into  both  sides.    That  has  been  unsuccessful  because  there  is 
considerable  tule  and  some  willows  growing.     In  fact  270  is  an  en- 
tirely pasturage  proposition  at  the  present  time.    It  is  flooded  every 
year.    The  railroad  found  it  necessary  to  put  in  three  or  four  culverts 
to  take  the  water  through  that  place.     When  the  floods  come  down 
on  these  creeks  and  scatter  over  all  that  area,  they  are  prevented  from 
getting  into  U-268  by  this  canal  that  I  speak  about  that  connects  the 
upper  end  of  the  Tassajero  with  the  Mocho. 

The  Sugar  Company  never  had  270,  but  it  got  the  benefit  of  their 
operations  in  that  locality.  In  order  to  protect  U-268,  their  own  prop- 
erty, they  cut  this  canal  across  there,  which  should  have  been  a  bene- 
fit to  270  and  prevent  it  from  being  overflowed  and  drained,  but  it 
did  not  result  in  that,  and  I  don't  know  of  any  other  operation  that 
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could  be  carried  on  in  270  that  could  increase  the  drainage  of  that 
land.  For  the  purpose  of  my  valuation,  I  have  never  looked  into  the 
drainage  proposition,  but  took  the  condition  as  it  was  on  December 
31,  1913,  and  placed  a  valuation  on  it  at  that  time  in  the  condition 
that  I  found  it  then.  I  took  into  consideration  this  land  from  every  2158 
angle,  the  possibility  of  drainage  I  have  figured  on.  I  consider  that 
it  could  not  be  successfully  drained.  I  place  my  valuation  on  it,  al- 
ways having  in  view  the  possibility  of  overflow.  If  I  had  not,  why 
should  I  put  $150  on  that  and  $300  across  where  it  is  protected  by  a 
levee  on  the  other  side  of  that.  I  never  knew  the  land  when  it  did  not 
overflow.  I  considered  it  would  overflow  until  such  time  as  enough 
improvements  were  made  on  the  land,  and  enough  money  invested  in 
those  improvements  to  protect  it,  and  the  man  taking  that  land  and 
putting  those  improvements  on  it  is  entitled  to  any  increase  in  value 
that  it  may  have  resulting  from  those  improvements.  It  is  possible 
that  the  land  could  be  so  improved  as  to  drainage ;  that  is,  by  deepen- 
ing the  canal  around  the  westerly  portion  of  it,  and  by  using  some 
effort  on  the  other  end  of  it  to  keep  the  water  of  the  Mocho  Creek  con- 
fined to  its  channel,  and  bringing  them  through  without  letting  them 
overflow  the  land.  If  that  were  done,  it  would  be  fairly  good  land,  2159 
except  that  portion  next  to  the  road,  which  would  not  be  as  rich  land 
as  that  on  the  westerly  portion  of  the  tract.  In  determining  the 
probable  productivity  of  the  land,  I  attached  some  importance  to  the 
tule.  I  consider  that  is  an  indication  the  soil  is  pretty  good  where  they 
grow.  It  would  not  be  worth  quite  as  much  as  U-268,  because  the  land 
toward  the  Santa  Rita  road  is  lighter  soil,  and  not  as  fertile  as  the 
land  on  the  westerly  portion  of  the  tract.  It  is  a  light  soil,  and  the 
way  I  refer  to  a  light  soil  it  is  not  as  fertile  soil.  It  is  not  as  fertile 
as  the  land  further  in  toward  the  west  on  U-268,  and  on  the  westerly 
portion  of  270  itself.  A  large  portion  of  the  westerly  end  of  it  pro- 
duces a  good  tule  growth,  which  is  a  very  unprofitable  growth  in  that 
locality,  grass  would  be  much  more  profitable.  We  are  in  the  realms  2160 
of  speculation  entirely  when  you  talk  about  productivity  of  that  soil, 
because  it  is  all  speculation  what  the  productivity  might  be  until  im- 
provements of  sufficient  expense  are  put  in  there  to  produce  a  condi- 
tion that  that  land  could  be  cultivated.  There  is  a  canal  between  U-268 
and  270.  It  serves  to  protect  U-268.  I  have  not  the  least  idea  what  it 
would  cost  to  drain  270.  I  do  not  remember  seeing  270  planted  to  any 
crop,  except  limited  areas  along  the  road  where  the  house  is.  I  mean  by 
that,  5  or  10  acres.  That  was  close  to  the  house.  The  house  is  on  that 
triangular  piece  north  of  the  railroad.  I  don't  remember  seeing  any 
crops  next  to  the  Blacow  property.  The  soils  on  274,  271  and  279  are 
practically  the  same  character.  They  are  loamy  adobe.  They  are  not 
soils  that  crack  when  they  dry  up  in  the  summer  time.  They  are  more 
sandy,  sand  and  adobe  mixed.  It  is  a  loamy  adobe,  a  very  heavy  soil.  2161 
A  soil  that  will  retain  water  on  the  surface  and  through  which  water 
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will  not  percolate  freely;  a  soil  in  which  there  is  considerable  alkali. 
There  is  a  portion  of  the  soil  of  U-268  that  is  somewhat  similar  to  those 
in  the  westerly  portion  of  it,  and  the  soils  in  271,  279  and  274  are 
darker  in  color  than  the  soil  in  V-268.  The  other  answer  is  wrong.  I 
was  referring  to  V-268.  There  is  no  comparison  at  all  between  the 
soils  in  271,  279  and  274,  and  the  soil  in  U-268.  They  differ  in  the  fact 
that  water  would  not  percolate  through  the  soil  in  271,  279  and  274  as 
it  will  in  U-268.  They  differ  in  the  fact  that  there  is  more  alkali  in  the 
soils  of  271,  279  and  274  than  in  part  of  U-268.  There  is  very  little 
alkali  on  U-268 ;  some  traces  north  and  east  of  County  Eoad  2578.  I 
have  known  275  for  25  years.  In  the  last  5  or  6  years  there  have  been 
beets  and  alfalfa  in  there.  There  is  alfalfa  there  now.  It  is  a  fairly 
good  stand.  That  is  right  adjoining  U-268. 

2162  Referring  to  Map  10,  275  is  a  clay  loam,  inclined  to  be  low 
and  wet.    I  believe  my  valuation  was  $300. 

(The  Master  here  corrected  this  to  $325.) 

There  is  no  adobe  in  that  soil ;  it  is  dark  clay  loam.  It  is  better 
than  the  land  in  U-268  adjoining  it,  because  there  are  no  waste  areas 
on  275.  I  think  it  is  better  than  the  best  of  U-268.  I  said  there  was 
between  80  and  100  acres  of  tule  land  on  U-268.  Taking  them  by 
themselves,  they  would  have  no  value;  in  connection  with  the  rest 

2163  of  tjje  land  they  certainly  have  a  value.    275  in  that  location  corners 
on  the  Santa  Rita-Pleasanton  road,  and  it  is  all  of  it  fit  to  be  culti- 
vated.   I  consider  that  $25  an  acre  land  better  than  U-268.     There 
are  portions  of  U-268  that  have  as  good  land  as  275.    The  portions 
of  U-268  that  are  as  good  are  clay  loam.     There  is  a  considerable 
portion  of  U-268  lying  north  of  those  figures  272,  273  and  277  be- 
tween there  and  the  creek  that  is  clay  loam  very  similar  in  type  to 
the  land  east  of  275.    Coming  down  the  road  there  on  Valley  Avenue, 
the  land  in  275  is  a  little  lower ;  more  inclined  to  be  marshy  than  the 
land  further  west  along  there.    As  you  come  west  the  ground  grad- 
ually rises  until  you  come  to  the  corner  immediately  south  of  the 
U-268  on  the  map.    That  stretch  of  land  of  U-268  that  lies  south  of 
the  Mocho  Creek  at  that  particular  place  is  all  clay  loam  that  does 
not  crack  when  it  gets  wet. 

O-268  varies  in  character,  and  is  not  the  same.  The  land  laying 
along  the  Arroyo  Valle  from  the  point  where  you  first  enter  the  tract 
coming  out  of  Pleasanton,  and  down  where  the  house  was,  and  down 
around  the  hop  yards,  is  better  land  than  the  land  further  west. 
p..  fi .  There  are  about  90  acres  of  good  land  in  there.  In  entering  the  place 
from  the  east  on  the  road  that  runs  almost  parallel  with  the  Arroyo 
Valle  Creek,  it  is  County  Road  2578  on  this  map ;  on  entering  where 
that  road  comes  in  there,  the  portion  of  the  land  on  your  lefthand 
to  the  west  of  the  road — and  I  would  say  it  almost  includes  every- 
thing down  to  Black  Avenue,  and  from  Black  Avenue  southerly 
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and  westerly  down  to  the  creek — is  better  land  than  the  land  further 
west  on  that  tract. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

The  99.74  acres  of  $400  land  is  right  in  this  place  that  I  am 
describing.  It  is  this  triangle  between  the  creek  and  County  Road 
2578. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 

That  is  a  light  clay  loam,  and  in  some  places  near  the  creek  in- 
clined to  be  a  sandy  loam.  I  consider  a  sandy  loam  is  better  than  a 
clay  loam.  It  is  lighter  in  color  and  don't  bake  down  as  hard,  and 
stays  up.  There  is  enough  sand  in  it  to  keep  it  from  packing  down 
like  the  clay  loam  will.  The  more  sand  you  have  in  it,  the  less  its 
tendency  would  be  to  bake.  It  is  a  fine  silky  sand  that  is  in  this 
sandy  loam,  and  don't  bake  as  readily  as  the  clay  loam  will.  I  don't 
think  that  what  I  call  clay  loam  would  have,  with  proper  tillage,  a 
much  greater  productivity  than  what  I  call  a  sandy  loam.  I  know 
from  actual  experience  that  it  has  not.  I  consider  the  sandy  loam  2165 
the  best  land  to  produce  crops.  It  is  not  the  sand  that  produces  the 
crops.  It  is  the  rich  silt  that  is  in  the  sand.  The  difference  in  the 
character  of  the  soil  southeast  of  Black  Avenue  and  that  north  of 
Black  Avenue  is  that  there  is  a  streak  of  alkali  in  that  land  between 
Black  Avenue  and  Valley  Avenue  which  covers  quite  an  area  toward 
the  extreme  westerly  and  southerly  end  of  the  tract.  It  is  visible 
along  the  line  of  U-268,  from  about  half  way  between  the  county 
road  and  Rose  Avenue ;  from  there  to  the  corner  of  the  land  in  all 
that  subdivision  in  the  westerly  side  of  the  tract,  and  coming  in 
between  Black  Avenue  and  Valley  Avenue  again  it  is  visible  in 
several  places.  You  can  notice  it  there  on  the  ground.  You  can  see 
where  the  alfalfa  is  not  as  rich  or  as  green  in  some  places  as  it  is  in 
others.  I  was  in  there  and  saw  it  on  last  Wednesday.  All  that  tract 
north  and  east  of  Black  Avenue  is  planted  to  alfalfa.  There  is  a 
portion  that  is  between  the  hop  houses  and  Black  Avenue  that  looks 
like  it  had  been  planted  this  last  year.  There  are  considerable  weeds 
growing  up  there  now,  and  amongst  the  weeds  there  is  occasionally  2166 
some  alfalfa.  You  cannot  tell  very  well  on  the  ground  today  whether 
there  has  been  a  crop  planted  there  or  not,  but  there  is  some  alfalfa 
on  the  east  side  of  the  road.  There  must  be  40  or  50  acres  of  that 
land  where  the  weeds  are  very  high  over  it.  There  is  a  portion  of 
it  on  the  west  side  of  Black  Avenue,  toward  the  line  of  U-268  that 
is  not  very  good.  There  is  10  or  15  acres  which  don't  seem  to  pro- 
duce any  crop.  It  is  dried  out  in  places,  and  is  a  failure  in  places.  If 
it  did  take  root,  it  died  out  since.  There  are  some  gravel  streaks 
in  there  that  have  a  tendency  to  lessen  the  production  of  alfalfa.  I 
have  seen  alfalfa  growing  on  gravelly  soils  around  Livermore.  Sandy 
soil  and  gravelly  soil  are  two  different  things.  Good  yields  of  alfalfa 
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can  be  gotten  off  of  sandy  soil  with  plenty  of  water,  but  not  from 
gravelly  soil.    As  a  rule  gravelly  soil  is  not  good  soil  for  alfalfa  to 

2167  make  a  yield  off  of.     I  never  looked  into  the  land  in  the  Orland 
Project  very  much.    I  did  not  go  there.    I  know  the  general  location 
of  the  country  as  I  passed  through  there,  but  not  to  make  an  examina- 
tion.   I  don 't  know  whether  that  is  gravelly  soil.    None  of  tract  0-268 
that  is  lying  north  and  east  of  Black  Avenue  fails  to  show  thrifty  crops, 
except  it  may  be  a  little  portion  along  about  where  the  word  "Black" 
is  on  the  map  there  on  the  easterly  side  of  that  avenue,  shows  con- 
siderable weeds  growing.     The  15  acres  close  to  the  word  "Black" 
and  close  to  the  line  O-268  does  not  show  a  very  thrifty  crop  now. 
There  are  some  areas  through  it  that  shows  it  to  be  not  as  heavy 
or  as  healthy  a  growth  of  alfalfa  as  other  areas.     In  some  places 
you  will  find  big  rich  green  alfalfa  growing,  and  then  again  you 
will  find  an  area  which  is  not  so  rich,  so  green,  or  so  healthy  looking. 
It  would  not  be  altogether  due  to  the  fact  that  the  last  irrigation  of 
the  land  was  a  faulty  irrigation.     I  looked  into  that  this  way:    I 

2168  went  and  examined  to  see  if  the  light  crops  were  growing  on  the 
higher  elevations,  or  if  they  were  found  on  the  lower  elevations,  and 
I  found  there  was  no  difference  in  the  elevations  as  to  light  or  heavy 
crops,  so  that  if  irrigation  had  been  to  blame  for  it,  one  portion  on 
an  equal  elevation  with  another  would  have  shown  as  good  results.    I 
could  not  reason  why  the  water  would  not  go  over  these  areas  as  well 
as  it  would  over  the  rich  and  green  areas.    In  fact,  I  found  one  or 
two  places  where  it  was  lower  than  where  the  good  green-looking 
crops  were  growing.    That  is  the  reason  I  did  not  conclude  that  the 
apparent  failure  in  those  crops  was  due  to  a  faulty  irrigation.  Taking 
it  all  in  all  there  is  a  very  good  crop  of  alfalfa  there,  and  I  would 
think  it  would  yield  probably  a  ton  to  the  acre  or  better  at  each  cut- 
ting.   That  would  be  for  the  entire  tract  above  Black  Avenue.    I  say 
it  is  worth  only  $200  an  acre,  because  there  is  a  menace  there  that 

2169  may  come  up  and  injure  your  crop  some  day  or  other. 

I  cannot  recall  at  the  present  time  anywhere  that  I  have  known 
a  crop  like  that  that  has  been  injured  by  alkali  later  on,  but  I  do 
know  that  the  alkali  that  was  visible  there  in  1914,  if  it  was  again 
returned  to  the  surface  of  that  land  will  injure  the  crop,  and  it  will 
not  produce  as  good  a  yield  of  alfalfa.  That  was  in  March  and  April, 
1914.  It  seemed  to  me  to  be  white  alkali,  the  way  it  was  on  the 
ground,  but  I  could  not  tell  whether  it  was  black  or  white.  I  am 
not  a  chemist,  and  don't  know  what  percentage  of  white  alkali  is 
enough  to  interfere  with  the  production  of  crops,  but  I  know  that 
when  I  see  alkali  on  top  of  the  ground  in  quantities,  such  as  it  was 
there  at  that  time,  it  would  interfere.  I  don't  know  what  process 
took  place  in  the  soil  to  take  the  alkali  away  when  they  started  the 
crop  in  1914.  It  is  not  altogether  away  yet,  as  they  find  traces  on 
the  ground.  It  yields  notwithstanding  the  presence  of  alkali,  better 
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than  a  ton  to  the  acre,  and  it  would  be  a  whole  lot  better  if  it  were 
not  for  the  alkali  in  it. 

On  0-268  above  Black  Avenue  there  is  a  clay  loam  soil  verging 
to  an  adobe  on  the  west.  The  westerly  and  southerly  portion  shows  2170 
considerable  traces  of  adobe  south  of  County  Road  2578,  and  west 
of  Valley  Avenue  in  the  southern  portion  of  the  tract,  but  it  is  not 
black  adobe  in  the  sense  that  black  adobe  is  further  back  in  the 
extreme  westerly  portion  of  U-268.  The  black  adobe  on  0-268  is 
south  of  the  word  "county"  through  the  word  "valley"  westerly  to 
the  westerly  portion  of  the  tract,  easterly  to  the  southwest  corner  of 
0-268.  Tassajero  Creek  does  not  come  near  O-268.  All  of  that  area 
there  is  more  or  less  black  adobe ;  some  good  rich  black  adobe  in 
there  too.  The  difference  between  the  portion  lying  above  Black 
Avenue,  and  the  portion  lying  below,  is  a  different  soil  somewhat. 
One  portion  I  consider  has  alkali  in  it,  and  the  other  portion  has  not. 
That  is  the  only  thing  that  justifies  me  in  placing  a  valuation  of  $200 
on  one  piece,  and  $400  on  the  other.  The  black  adobe  comes  in  there  2171 
on  the  extreme  westerly  portion  where  the  word  "Orchard"  is,  and 
down  through  there.  The  number  of  acres  of  adobe  on  the  entire 
tract  would  be  a  guess.  I  would  say  there  are  over  200  acres  in  it.  I 
thought  you  were  talking  of  U-268.  There  is  very  little  black  adobe 
on  0-268.  I  would  not  say  you  would  find  very  much  black  adobe 
in  any  of  it.  It  runs  toward  the  black  adobe  in  the  west,  but  very 
little  of  what  could  be  called  black  adobe  when  it  gets  dry.  It  is 
not  fair  to  say  that  I  make  this  distinction  on  the  ground  that  there 
is  alkali  on  the  portion  above  Black  Avenue,  and  no  alkali  in  the 
portion  below.  It  is  on  the  further  ground  that  the  soil  in  the  land  in 
O-268  lying  toward  the  town  of  Pleasanton  and  along  the  banks  of 
Arroyo  Valle  Creek  is  better  soil  than  in  the  other  portions  of  0-268.  2172 
The  sandy  loam  that  lies  along  the  bank  does  not  all  extend  across 
that  triangular  portion  of  0-268.  There  may  be  some  areas  in  there 
that  has  sandy  loam  that  is  not  as  good  as  the  portion  along  the 
creek.  There  is  some  portion  of  it  above  Black  Avenue  but  it  would 
be  hard  to  say  how  much  that  is.  Black  Avenue  does  not  divide  it 
exactly.  It  varies.  The  portion  lying  toward  the  creek  is  consid- 
erably better  soil  than  the  portion  lying  on  the  other  side.  With 
reference  to  the  portion  of  U-268  lying  south  and  west  of  County 
Road  2578,  I  did  not  find  sufficient  alkali  there  to  consider  it  worthy 
of  notice.  The  part  lying  north  and  east  of  Road  2578  is  not  free 
from  alkali.  There  are  traces  in  there,  particularly  along  the  ditches, 
and  noticeable  in  the  spring-time  when  the  water  is  going  down ;  you 
will  see  a  crust  of  alkali  where  the  water  has  gone  off,  but  not  enough 
to  be  considered  as  preventing  a  growth  of  crops  on  the  land.  There 
is  no  alkali  in  278 ;  none  on  272,  273  or  277  to  interfere  with  the  culti- 
vation or  the  production  of  crops.  I  valued  the  land  in  U-268  lying  2173 
south  and  west  of  the  County  Road  2578  at  $300  an  acre.  I  valued 
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that  portion  of  0-268  lying  below  Black  Avenue  at  $400.  The  por- 
tion of  U-268  lying  above  0-268  at  $300.  I  believe  those  values  are 
consistent  with  a  valuation  of  $200  for  that  portion  of  O-268  lying 
above  Black  Avenue.  When  I  valued  276.  Map  10,  I  took  into  con- 
sideration the  fact  that  it  is  very  close  to  the  town  of  Pleasanton.  I 
don't  know  whether  it  is  in  the  town  limits  or  not.  I  valued  it  for 
vegetables  and  berries.  If  it  is  actually  situated  within  the  town 
limits  of  Pleasanton,  it  would  not  have  any  additional  value  over 
$500.  I  do  not  know  the  value  of  town  property  in  that  locality, 
except  as  to  sales  of  the  race  track,  if  that  is  in  the  town.  I  don't 
know  exactly  what  the  figures  were  on  that  the  last  time.  The  land 
brought  about  $500  an  acre,  or  along  about  there  I  think.  If  Mr.  Gale 
said  it  was  sold  for  about  $700  an  acre,  I  won 't  dispute  him,  because  he 
knows.  I  do  not  know  of  any  sale  in  the  vicinity  of  L-239.  In  the 

2174  Pleasanton  district,  I  know  about  the  Garway  sales.    I  know  about 
the  sale  of  the  Livermore  ranch.    I  know  about  the  sale  of  the  Cle- 
ment ranch.    I  also  know  of  the  Borges  place.    The  Livermore  ranch 
is  located  east  of  283,  along  the  Mocho  Creek  and  along  the  line  of 
the  Western  Pacific  Railroad.     The  sale  took  place  on  October  4, 
1910.     I  have  never  had  anything  to  do  with  making  sales  in  this 
locality.     What  I  have  learned  with  reference  to  these  matters,  I 
have  gotten  from  the  county  records  in  some  cases,  and  in  some  cases 
hearsay.     I  know  for  a  fact  of  the  Livermore  sale,  because  I  had 
something  to  do  with  some  papers  in  connection  with  it.    There  were 
275  acres  at  $100  an  acre,  $27,500.    I  compare  that  property  to  some 
of  the  property  owned  by  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,  in  the  Pleas- 
anton district.     The  northerly  portion  of  the  Livermore  purchase, 
and  the  lands  of  Mohr  &  Schween  are  somewhat  similar,  and  has 
produced  as  many  sacks  of  barley  to  the  acre  as  any  of  those  lands 
of  Schween  or  Mohr  to  the  west  of  it.     The  tract  as  a  whole,  I  do 
not  consider  as  good  as  the  Schween  land,  or  else  I  would  have  put 
a  very  much  lower  valuation  on  the  Schween  land  than  I  did,  but 
taking  it  in  connection  with  the  lands  of  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co., 

2175  to  the  west  of  there,  I  would  consider  that  that  sale  had  a  very  strong 
bearing  on  the  lands  of  that  locality.     The  land  on  the  northerly 
portion  of  the  Livermore  ranch  is  just  as  good  as  the  Schween  ranch 
further  west.    The  soil  on  the  Livermore  property  is  a  sandy  loam 
along  the  creek,  and  a  clay  loam  in  some  places.     It  is  made  from 
the  same  stream  flow  as  the  Schween  lands  and  the  Mohr  lands,  and 
comes  from  the  same  locality.     Mocho  Creek  runs  through  it.     It 
overflows  in  that  portion  next  to  the  Western  Pacific  Railroad.     It 
has  overflowed  very  badly  there.    Prior  to  the  sale  to  the  Rampke 
estate,  the  ranch  was  allowed  to  go  to  wreck,  and  the  levees  that 
were  protecting  the  land  from  the  overflows  of  the  creek  were  al- 
lowed to  run  down  and  two  heavy  seasons  of  flood  occurred,  and 
the  gravel  washed  over  that  portion  immediately  north  of  the  West- 
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era  Pacific  track,  and  deposited  a  layer  of  gravel  over  consider- 
able of  it.  After  the  Rampke  people  bought  it,  they  went  in  and 
spent  considerable  money  in  conjunction  with  the  Western  Pacific 
and  deepened  the  creek  -channel,  and  built  quite  a  levee  to  protect  it. 
Before  the  gravel  went  on  there,  the  soil  was  a  loam  soil,  similar  to 
the  soil  further  west,  but  this  gravel  being  washed  over  it  injured 
that  soil  a  good  deal.  I  consider  the  land  north  of  that  tract  as 
similar  soil  to  that  in  the  Schween  ranch.  100  acres  of  the  Livermore 
ranch,  as  far  as  soil  is  concerned,  is  similar  to  the  Schween  property, 
out  of  a  total  of  275.  The  100  acres  is  all  sandy  loam.  I  know  it  is  2176 
as  productive  as  the  Schween  property,  because  I  have  seen  good 
crops  on  it.  I  have  seen  from  25  to  35  sacks  of  barley  on  that  land 
around  the  house  on  the  Livermore  place  and  along  there.  There 
was  a  stream  channel  running  down  through  there  where  the  Macho 
Creek  ran  through  25  or  30  years  ago,  and  that  was  the  bank 
of  the  creek  through  that  northerly  portion.  The  old  stream  chan- 
nel is  there  yet.  A  good  deal  of  that  land  was  made  by  deposits 
and  by  sediment  from  the  creek.  That  caused  the  rich  land  on  the 
Livermore  place  to  come  in  there.  As  you  go  to  the  east  from  the 
Spring  Valley  holdings  toward  the  Livermore  property,  the  land 
gets  worse,  but  not  three  times  worse  in  that  distance.  The  Rampke 
estate  owns  the  Livermore  ranch  now,  and  they  want  to  sell  it.  They 
bought  it  from  Charley  Livermore  and  Catherine  N.  Scinone,  and 
Victoria  de  Martini.  When  I  said  the  ranch  was  all  run  down,  I  2177 
meant  the  levees  protecting  it  from  the  stream  flow  had  been  al- 
lowed to  run  down.  The  people  who  owned  it  were  the  heirs  of 
Theresa  Livermore.  They  were  native  Californians.  Those  people 
have  made  a  success  in  business  in  this  world.  The  rule  I  adopted 
in  putting  a  value  on  277  was  the  same  that  I  mentioned  this  morn- 
ing, that  all  of  the  land  west  of  the  Pleasanton-Santa  Rita  road  that 
was  in  alfalfa  was  worth  $400  an  acre.  You  will  find  the  valuation 
of  $400  an  acre  extending  along  that  whole  entire  area  of  the  Heath 
land,  with  the  exception  of  200  acres.-  277  will  produce  anything 
that  can  be  produced  on  any  of  the  other  lands,  but  no  so  profit- 
ably nor  so  profusely.  The  soil  in  277  is  just  exactly  similar  to  that 
in  278,  a  clay  loam.  The  clay  loam  is  brown  in  color,  and  inclined 
to  be  somewhat  slaty.  The  sandy  loam  is  a  light  color,  or  grayish 
color,  not  so  dark  as  the  clay  loam. 

I  saw  the  alfalfa  on  parcel  278  at  all  times  for  the  past  15 
months.    It  was  an  indifferent  success  prior  to  the  time  they  got  the        2178 
pumping  plants  in  there  and  commenced  irrigating  it.     A  very  in- 
different success. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  Searls. 

When  I  gave  my  answer  before,  I  don't  think  there  was  any       2179 
omissions  made,  because  at  the  time  I  reported  on  that,  that  alfalfa 
was  an  indifferent  success.    There  were  gophers  and  field  mice  there, 
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and  there  was  no  irrigation.  The  alfalfa  did  not  appear  to  be  very 
good,  but  after  they  got  the  electric  pumps  installed  and  got  the  water 
on  it,  it  was  good,  and  it  seems  to  be  very  good  alfalfa  today.  The 
notes  are  just  exactly  as  you  read  them  from  the  transcript.  My  notes 
say  that  it  was  an  indifferent  success,  owing  to  the  depredations  of 
gophers. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 

My  recollection  is  that  I  did  read  that  portion.  I  aim  to  read 
everything  that  is  on  these  sheets.  That  was  not  reflected  in  my  valua- 
tion of  $400  an  acre,  for  the  reason  that  I  knew  that  if  this  water  was 

2180  put  upon  this  alfalfa  they  could  grow  better  alfalfa  than  they  were 
producing  at  that  time.    The  soil  is  a  clay  loam,  and  is  a  fairly  good 
soil.     It  does  not  bake  very  readily.    It  don't  bake  at  all.     Those 
soils  on  which  I  put  a  higher  value  would  produce  a  bigger  yield  of 
anything  that  soil  will  produce.     This  soil  at  the  present  time  is 
producing  a  pretty  good  crop  of  alfalfa;  from  a  ton  to  a  ton  and  a 
quarter  per  acre.    They  are  cutting  it  green  and  feeding  it  to  cattle 
now,  and  are  getting  more  cuttings  that  way  than  if  they  were  cut- 
ting it  for  hay.    If  they  were  cutting  it  for  hay,  five  cuttings  would 
be  a  big  average.     I  know  from  experience  that  five  cuttings  on 
that  land  would  be  a  good  average,  because  they  would  have  to 
wait  until  the  hay  was  matured  and  blossomed  before  they  could 
cut  it  for  hay  and  get  a  good  crop.    That  is  so  everywhere  where 
alfalfa  is  grown.    My  experience,  which  enables  me  to  say  that  they 
cannot  get  more  than  five  crops  per  annum  from  that  land,  covers 
30  years  of  the  climatic  conditions  of  that  country,  the  rainfall  in  the 
Spring,  and  the  rainfall  in  the  Fall,  that  catches  you  with  the  first 

2181  an(^  the  last  cr°P>  probably.    This  soil  will  produce  everything  that 
the  other  soil  will  produce  but  not  so  abundantly.    I  don't  need  to 
see  a  test  made.    I  can  see  the  soil,  and  I  can  see  the  conditions  sur- 
rounding it.    I  know  it  won't  produce  as  much  as  those  tracts  I  have 
appraised  at  $500.     This  land  will  not  produce  as  good  a  crop  of 
strawberries.    It  will  not  produce  as  much  or  as  good  strawberries 
as  will  be  produced  on  the  land  further  down.     There  are  other 
vegetables,  carrots,  and  onions,  and  different  things  that  grow  with 
great  profusion  in  this  soil.     I  could  not  tell  you  what  is  a  good 
production  for  strawberries.     I  know  they  can  get  better  straw- 
berries and  a  larger  crop  of  them  on  sandy  loam  soil,  because  they 
are  warmer  and  produce  better  than  on  clay  loam  soils.     They 
will  get  as  high  as  35  sacks  of  onions  to  the  acre  around  Pleasanton. 
I  don 't  think  this  land  will  produce  that  much.    I  am  giving  my  best 
judgment  in  the  matter  and  my  experience.    My  experience  is  based 
on  looking  at  the  land,  my  knowledge  of  the  soil,  my  knowledge  of 

2182  the  conditions  surrounding  it ;  that  justifies  me  in  saying  this  land 
will  not  produce  as  good  a  crop  of  those  fruits,  berries  and  vege- 
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tables  as  would  be  produced  on  the  sandy  loam  soil  further  south 
on  which  I  put  $500  an  acre.  $400  an  acre  is  a  good,  big  price  on 
land.  It  is  no  poor  land  that  will  stand  $500  an  acre.  I  could  not 
locate  the  particular  tract  below  County  Road  2000  where  35  sacks 
of  onions  to  the  acre  was  produced.  It  was  years  ago  since  that 
crop  was  raised.  There  have  been  several  crops  of  onions  raised 
there.  The  Japs  and  the  Chinese  had  them,  and  the  Portuguese  did 
some  farming  down  there,  and  raised  onions  too.  I  could  not  tell 
you  the  particular  tract  of  land.  All  that  land  will  produce  onions. 
There  are  very  limited  areas  of  clay  loam  south  of  that  county  road. 
By  that  section  I  mean  south  of  the  Arroyo  Valle  Creek.  In  my 
opinion,  the  highest  use  to  which  parcel  279  could  be  put  would  be 
pasture.  It  is  fairly  good  pasture.  They  grow  a  salt  grass  on  there, 
and  mustang  clover  in  the  Springtime.  That  is  very  good  pasture.  2183 
It  is  land  that  is  swarded  over.  It  has  been  used  for  pasture  quite 
awhile,  and  it  has  a  good  sward  on  it,  and  by  fencing  it  and  using 
it  for  pasture,  I  think  the  best  results  could  be  obtained.  Other 
grasses  that  grow  on  this  tract  are  wire  grass;  a  kind  of  a  bunch 
grass,  and  other  native  grasses.  The  alkali  is  not  noticeable  very 
much  from  the  road,  but  if  you  go  into  it  and  walk  through  it,  you 
will  find  traces  of  alkali.  You  bet  I  have  been  through  it.  I  found 
several  traces  of  alkali.  Not  a  great  many,  but  enough  to  know 
there  is  alkali  there.  There  are  very  few  patches  where  vegetation 
does  not  grow.  Some  of  the  grasses  I  have  spoken  of  will  grow  in 
alkali,  and  some  will  not.  Salt  grass  and  mustang  clover  will  grow 
in  alkali  soil.  Bunch  grass  will  not  do  so  well  in  alkali  soil.  The 
whole  entire  area  of  that  tract  is  not  alkali.  If  it  was  it  would 
not  be  worth  $120  an  acre.  I  could  not  tell  you  how  much  alkali 
there  is  there  in  acres.  It  is  my  impression  that  it  is  underlayed 
with  alkali,  and  the  more  you  cultivate  it,  the  more  you  will  bring 
the  alkali  to  the  top.  The  more  you  spend  on  it,  the  poorer  it  will 
be.  Under  some  circumstances  the  cultivation  increases  the  alkali,  2184 
or  brings  it  out.  You  plow  the  land  over  and  don't  get  it  harrowed 
down.  You  get  a  crop  sown  in  it  and  the  rain  comes  and  falls  on 
the  surface  of  the  ground,  and  when  it  evaporates  it  leaves  a  crust 
of  alkali  behind  it.  In  most  of  those  soils  it  is  very  hard  for  the 
water  to  percolate  through.  It  sets  on  top,  and  that  seems  to  have 
a  tendency  to  draw  the  alkali  up  to  the  surface.  Some  evidence  of 
it  appears  after  a  ranch  has  been  plowed,  and  when  there  is  a  heavy 
rainfall  and  the  water  allowed  to  evaporate  on  it.  Traces  of  alkali 
will  be  shown  then,  whereas  in  a  case  like  this  where  the  sward  is 
on  the  ground  and  the  grass  is  over  there  and  it  has  not  been  dis- 
turbed for  some  time,  you  won't  find  as  much  evidence  of  alkali 
on  the  surface  where  the  land  has  been  cultivated.  You  can  see  it 
in  one  case,  but  not  so  easily  in  the  other.  It  is  the  effects  I  go 
on  more  than  anything  else.  If  it  was  the  water  that  brings  the 
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alkali  out,  and  not  the  cultivation,  then  the  alkali  would  appear  in 
this  grass  land  after  the  water  evaporates,  but  you  don't  see  it  in 
the  grass  land.  I  have  seen  efforts  at  cultivation  on  that  land  more 

2185  than  once  I  think.    There  was  evidence  of  alkali  there  then.    I  saw 
it  nearly  all  over  the  tract,  except  that  portion  back  toward  the 
creek.    There  are  areas  toward  the  creek  where  there  is  not  so  much 
alkali  as  toward  the  road,  but  generally  speaking  there  is  alkali 
to  be  found  all  over  the  tract ;  enough  to  interfere  with  the  success- 
ful production  of  crops.     It  is  my  opinion  that  a  crop  cannot  be 
produced  successfully  on  that  land  on  account  of  the  alkali.    I  mean 
a  good  crop,  25  or  35  sacks  of  barley;  25  or  30  sacks  of  barley  is 
a  good  yield.    35  sacks  is  an  extraordinary  yield.    There  have  been 
35  sacks  gotten  off  a  portion  of  the  Schween  ranch.     Henry  Mohr 
got  35  sacks  off  his  ranch.     Gus  Hagemann  got  33  sacks  off  it  this 
year.    That  land  that  gets  poorer  as  you  go  toward  Livermore  has 
produced  35  sacks  along  portions  of  Los  Positas  Creek.    Any  of  the 
Schween  ranch  in  good  condition,  under  a  year's  rest,  would  produce 
35  sacks  to  the  acre.    I  mean  that  the  land  must  have  a  rest  one  year 

2186  in  six  or  seven.    I  do  not  mean  alternate  years.    My  value  for  that 
kind  of  land  is  $290  an  acre,  or  $300  an  acre;  or  thereabouts.     A 
man  could  afford  to  pay  that  price  for  it  and  pay  taxes  on  the  land, 
and  have  a  profit  sufficient  to  pay  him  for  his  efforts  and  time  in 
cultivation  of  it.    His  profit  per  acre  would  vary  from  year  to  year. 
He  ought  to  have  an  average  profit  left  over  and  above  his  expenses 
of  $5  or  $6  an  acre.    That  is  a  pretty  carefully  considered  answer. 

2187  That  was  my  answer,  and  my  understanding  always  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  he  had  to  pay  interest  on  his  investment  to  begin  with, 
on  the  amount  of  money  he  had  invested  in  the  land.     He  would 
have  to  pay  his  taxes  and  his  insurance,  and  interest  on  the  money 
he  had  invested  in  farming  equipment  and  depreciation  of  farming 
equipment,  and  other  incidentals  that  might  arise  during  the  year. 
When  he  did  that  and  had  everything  paid,  he  would  have  net  clear 
to  himself  above  $5  or  $6  an  acre  on  the  land  that  he  farmed.    He 
would  charge  5  percent  interest  against  the  cost  of  the  land  at  $300 
an  acre.    That  would  be  $15.    I  said  he  might  get  a  yield  of  35  sacks 

2188  to  the  acre  six  years  out  of  seven.    I  have  a  table  covering  the  cost 
of  cultivation  and  harvesting,  which  is  made  up  from  my  own  experi- 
ence.    My  experience  was  all  over  the  Livermore  Valley  and  the 
Pleasanton  district.    35  sacks  to  the  acre  is  a  good  yield  anywhere 
in  the  Livermore  district.    The  yield  around  the  Livermore  district 
is  lighter  than  35  sacks  to  the  acre.    33  sacks  is  a  good  yield  on  the 
best  land.    On  the  land  that  I  have  farmed  it  has  been  much  less  than 

2189  33  sacks,  but  the  areas  around  Livermore  and  West  of  Livermore 
have  to  be  considered  in  arriving  at  this.    I  am  willing  to  give  you 
the  very  best  end  of  it.     Take  the  largest  production  you  can  get 
from  all  those  lands,  and  figure  the  cost  of  producing  added  to  it, 
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and  paying  interest  on  the  amount  I  have  appraised  this  land  at,  I 
can  show  you  that  the  farmer  will  not  have  any  fortune  left  to 
himself  after  paying  expenses  and  interest  on  this  amount  of  ap- 
praisement. The  expense  to  the  farmer  who  gets  33  sacks  an  acre 
would  be  for  planting  and  harvesting — his  plowing  would  be  $2  an 
acre.  A  gang  plow  would  be  the  best  plow  to  use  in  that  locality,  a 
three-share  gang. 

I  think  I  described  the  Schween  land  as  a  light  sandy  soil.  It  2190 
would  take  six  horses  to  pull  a  gang  plow  of  three  plows  through 
that  sandy  soil.  The  men  go  right  down  on  the  soil  and  plow  it  good 
and  deep.  The  wages  of  the  man  that  drove  the  team  vary  from 
$1.50  to  $2.00  a  day,  including  his  board.  It  would  cost  about  $3.00 
a  day  to  keep  the  six  horses.  A  man  would  plow  in  a  day  from 
8  to  10  acres.  You  would  have  the  wear  of  the  plow,  and  the  plow 
would  cost  from  $60  to  $75.  It  ought  to  run  three  seasons.  There 
are  expenses  to  be  added  to  that  besides  the  cost  of  the  plow;  the 
wear  of  the  shares.  That  would  depend  on  how  long  he  would  keep 
it  working.  It  would  not  take  care  of  a  ranch  of  500  or  600  acres.  2191 
A  man  with  500  or  600  acres  has  more  than  one  plow.  It  would  not 
take  care  of  a  ranch  of  300  acres.  You  could  not  afford  to  take  30 
days  putting  in  a  crop  in  that  country.  If  you  did  that  you  would 
get  left.  I  said  8  to  10  acres  a  day.  You  would  not  do  that  every 
day  in  the  month.  When  I  say  there  would  be  some  expense  on  the 
shares,  I  mean  the  sharpening  of  the  plow  points.  We  sharpen  them 
once  a  day ;  have  a  set  in  the  shop  and  a  set  on  the  plow  right  along. 
They  do  that  on  a  ranch.  They  have  got  to  buy  coal,  and  they  have 
to  have  an  investment  in  blacksmith  equipment.  That  will  cost  in 
different  sums,  which  depends  upon  the  equipment  and  how  ex- 
pensive it  is.  I  guess  it  would  cost  25  cents  each  to  sharpen  these 
points.  It  is  an  understood  matter  with  all  the  farmers  in  that 
locality,  and  it  is  stipulated  in  every  lease  that  is  made  that  if  a  2192 
farmer  should  summer-fallow  by  plowing  any  area  on  that  ranch, 
and  should  leave  the  ranch  at  the  end  of  the  year  on  the  first  of  Octo- 
ber, that  he  shall  receive  for  his  summer-fallowing  the  sum  of  $2  per 
acre  from  the  land  owner  who  may  rent  it  to  the  next  incoming 
tenant.  I  base  my  figures  of  $2  an  acre  for  plowing  on  that  fact. 
That  is  a  customary  thing  for  the  farmers  to  be  allowed  $2  an  acre 
for  summer-fallowing  on  land  that  is  left.  It  will  -cost  more  than 
75  cents  an  acre  to  plow  the  land.  I  won't  make  up  the  figures,  but 
I  know  it  will  cost  more  than  that.  It  must  come  pretty  near  costing 
$2  an  acre,  or  the  land  owner  would  not  be  willing  to  pay  the  farmer 
that  amount  for  having  left  the  summer-fallow  on  the  ground.  That  is 
the  reason  I  say  it  will  cost  approximately  $2  an  acre.  That  is  the 
only  reason.  Harrowing  is  the  next  expense.  It  will  cost  50 
cents  an  acre.  That  is  harrowing  and  cross  harrowing.  Nearly  all  2193 
the  good  farmers  cross  harrow.  The  width  of  a  harrow  would  de- 
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pend ;  on  two  sections  of  the  harrow  you  would  have  from  12  to  14 
feet.  He  runs  that  at  an  angle.  He  laps  over  with  a  12  or  14  foot 
harrow.  You  will  not  get  more  than  8  or  10  feet.  You  have  got  to 
have  four  horses  on  a  harrow  of  that  size.  A  man  that  harrows  12 
to  14  acres  a  day  is  doing  pretty  good  work.  If  he  harrowed  12  acres, 
and  the  wages  of  the  man  were  $2,  and  four  horses  at  50  cents,  that 
would  be  $2  more,  that  would  be  equal  to  33  1-3  cents  more  an  acre. 
The  wear  and  tear  of  the  harrow  has  to  be  figured  in  here,  and  sharp- 

2194  ening  harrow  teeth.    A  good  harrow  is  $20  or  $30,  but  that  don't 
enter  into  it  so  much  as  the  cost  of  the  labor.    It  is  the  cost  of  the 
work.    About  50  cents  is  the  price  to  pay  for  harrowing.    These  men 
who  have  horses  and  own  ranches  of  their  own  and  go  out  to  do 
this  work  generally  get  this  price  for  it.    They  get  a  profit  on  it,  but 
they  don't  make  anything  much.     They  do  not  contract  it,   but 
whether  they  do  or  not,  the  farmer  is  entitled  to  have  this  figured  in 
as  expense  in  producing  a  crop.    The  next  expense  is  sowing  and  will 
figure  up  about  20  cents  an  acre.    The  seed  will  cost  $1  an  acre  for 
barley,  and  about  $1.50  for  wheat  or  oats.    The  next  expense  would 
be  rolling.    Nearly  all  of  the  farmers  roll  their  grain.    Schween  Bros. 

2195  roll  some  of  their  ground,  and  Chapman  rolls  some  of  his  ground, 
and  Gus  Hagemann  rolls  nearly  all  his.     It  is  a  common  practice 
when  the  grain  is  3  or  4  inches  high  to  roll  it  to  keep  the  moisture 
in.    They  have  2  to  4  horses  on  a  roller.    I  have  seen  4  horses  on  a 
roller  in  a  hilly  country.    This  isn't  a  hilly  country.    You  could  get 
along  with  2  horses  in  this  Pleasanton  country  in  rolling.    There  is 
not  much  expense  in  the  upkeep  of  a  roller.    It  would  last  more  than 
three  seasons.    One  man  with  two  horses  would  probably  roll  15  to 
20  acres  a  day.    I  don't  think  he  would  roll  more  than  that.    You 

2196  can't  get  out  and  roll  in  the  morning  until  the  dew  is  off  the  grass. 
The  next  expense  is  cutting  and  stacking.     I  would  cut  it  with  a 
header.    I  would  not  cut  it  with  a  -combined  harvester,  because  a 
combined  harvester  will  get  your  land  full  of  weeds  and  foul  it.    The 
up-to-date  farmer  over  there  uses  a  header,  which  is  the  most  ex- 
pensive way  of  working  it,  but  is  the  best  way.    A  header  crew  gen- 
erally costs  $30  a  day,  and  that  header  will  cut  20  acres  of  grain.   The 
header  is  drawn  by  six  horses.    There  are  three  header  wagons  of  2 
horses  each.    That  is  running  in  the  valley.    There  are  two  men  on  the 

2197  stacks.    We  pay  them  the  same.    That  is  $4  more. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  Steinhart. 
I  pay  them  $2  a  day. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 

All  of  these  farmers  pay  $2  a  day.  Every  man  running  on  a 
header  in  the  Livermore  Valley  is  paid  $2,  and  the  man  running  the 
header  gets  $3  a  day,  but  these  figures  I  am  giving  you  now  are  from 
memory.  The  6  horses  on  the  header  at  50  cents  each  is  $3.  The  6 
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horses  on  the  3  wagons  at  50  cents  each  is  $3  more.  That  is  $6.  To 
keep  the  horse,  50  cents  a  day  is  a  fair  allowance.  Farmers  generally  2198 
figure  on  50  cents  a  day.  It  is  a  liberal  allowance,  yes,  but  the  horse 
himself  has  been  worn  out  in  the  operation.  The  50  cents  a  day  will 
-come  pretty  near  taking  care  of  that.  Now,  I  have  got  3  drivers  at 
$2  a  day ;  1  driver  at  $3  a  day,  making  $9.  You  have  2  men  on  the 
stack  at  $2  a  day,  making  $4.  That  is  $19.  The  balance  of  the  $30 
we  have  not  figured  up  yet.  $2  a  day  for  the  men  on  the  stack  is  what 
they  pay  them.  The  header  itself  is  a  very  expensive  piece  of  ma- 
chinery to  operate.  It  costs  from  $125  to  $130,  but  there  are  castings 
that  become  broken,  and  there  are  delays  waiting  for  those  castings 
to  come,  in  getting  them  put  in  again,  and  there  are  different  things  2199 
occur.  The  man  that  owns  the  header  is  entitled  to  something  for 
operating  it.  I  am  talking  about  doing  it  by  contract,  but  if  the 
farmer  does  it  himself,  he  is  entitled  to  this  consideration,  because  if 
he  breaks  a  casting  he  has  got  to  send  to  San  Francisco  for  it,  and 
he  has  got  to  pay  these  men  and  board  them.  The  up-to-date  farmer 
does  not  keep  these  castings  on  hand.  You  might  not  have  the  cast- 
ing on  hand  that  broke.  The  casting  you  had  on  hand  would  be  the 
one  that  did  not  break  probably,  and  the  one  you  did  not  have  on 
hand  would  probably  be  the  one  to  break.  The  farmer  does  not  in  all 
cases  have  to  send  to  San  Francisco  and  pay  the  crew  in  the  meantime 
in  all  cases.  I  have  seen  an  up-to-date  progressive  farmer  laid  up  for 
48  hours  waiting  for  a  casting.  It  was  because  the  farmer  would  not 
be  expected  to  know  which  particular  casting  would  break.  I  do 
not  say  it  is  the  practice  of  farmers  in  that  community  to  pay  the 
men  when  the  machines  are  laid  up  on  account  of  broken  castings, 
but  they  have  to  board  them.  It  would  not  be  up-to-date  farming  to  2200 
use  a  combined  harvester.  Careful  conservative  farmers  who  have 
regard  for  their  land  have  gone  back  to  the  header  or  the  binder.  I 
don't  admit  that  $19  is  complete.  There  is  a  balance  of  $11  to  be 
added  to  make  the  $30.  That  is  to  cover  breakages,  and  incidentals 
that  may  come  up ;  the  occasional  losing  of  time  and  everything  else. 
In  other  words,  I  would  not  add  50%  to  the  actual  cost  of  it.  We 
had  $19  there.  We  have  only  got  $11  to  get  up  to  $30.  50%  of  $19 
would  be  $9.50.  I  want  to  add  $11  to  cover  intangibles.  You  have 
to  make  liberal  provision  for  those  things.  The  next  expense  is 
threshing.  Threshing  will  cost  from  12  to  14  cents  a  hundred.  That 
is  $3.93  for  33  sacks.  I  think  it  is  a  fair  allowance,  and  900  sacks  a 
day  is  a  good  run.  That  is  100  Ibs.  to  the  sack.  There  is  8  cents  for 
sacks,  and  33  sacks  to  figure  up,  $2.64.  To  get  it  to  the  depot,  you  2201 
ought  to  haul  it  from  anywhere  around  the  Pleasanton  grain  lands 
for  50  to  75  cents  a  ton.  The  average  price  that  I  estimate  that  I 
would  get  for  my  33  sacks,  would  be  1  cent  for  barley.  In  figuring 
the  taxes,  $300  is  the  appraised  value.  I  have  not  allowed  for  interest 
upon  the  investment  of  $300.  A  good  big  liberal  price  for  the 
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stubble  would  be  50  cents  an  acre.    Upon  the  height  of  the  stubble  on 

2202  what  you  cut,  depends  how  high  you  run  the  header.    I  have  bought 
thousands  of  acres  of  stubble  for  50  cents.    You  should  subtract  the 
50  cents  from  your  figure.    I  mean  to  say  that  the  Livermore  farmers 
give  the  straw  with  the  stubble  for  50  cents  an  acre.     I  have  got 
acres  and  acres  of  straw  that  went  with  the  stubble.    In  some  places 
where  they  have  got  good  clean  straw,  they  bale  it  and  sell  it.    The 
farmer  bales  enough  for  his  own  use,  and  sells  the  balance  of  it. 
The  price  of  straw  fluctuates  so  badly,  and  there  is  such  an  immense 
quantity  of  straw  produced  in  California  in  proportion  to  consump- 
tion, that  straw  is  a  very  unprofitable  thing  to  handle.     When  we 
leave  it  on  the  ground,  we  do  not  get  a  consideration  for  it  from  the 
man  who  buys  the  stubble.    It  goes  at  about  the  same  price.    It  goes 
with  the  stubble.    We  would  sell  the  stubble  including  the  straw  for 

2203  50  cents  an  acre.    The  land  that  produces  33  bags  of  barley  to  the 
acre  would  produce  pretty  good  stubble,  but  again  it  is  not  going  to 
be  so  extra  nice,  because  to  get  your  33  sacks,  you  have  to  harvest 
your  crop  pretty  clean.    There  won't  be  much  left  for  the  hogs  and 
cattle.    If  you  get  33  bags  to  the  acre  you  are  cleaning  the  ground  up 
pretty  good.    I  do  not  mean  that  I  would  harvest  with  any  less  care 
if  the  yield  was  not  so  much,  but  I  do  mean  this  that  when  you  get  a 
crop  of  that  kind,  it  comes  off  the  grain  that  is  all  standing  up, 
where  you  get  the  whole  entire  growth  scooped  into  your  header 
wagon  and  laid  into  your  stacks,  whereas,  if  your  grain  is  laying 
over  and  down,  you  won't  get  33  sacks. 

In  reference  to  the  Schween  land,  they  have  baled  the  straw  and 
filled  the  barn  with  it.  They  sell  it  occasionally  when  they  get  a 
chance,  unless  a  dry  season  comes  along,  or  a  particularly  distressing 
year  in  the  straw  market  may  be  followed  up  by  a  year  where  the 
farmer  will  not  go  to  the  expense  of  baling  it  again.  A  necessity  may 
occur,  and  if  you  have  some  old  straw  left  you  may  get  a  good  price 
for  it.  The  Schween  land  has  sold  some  to  the  San  Francisco  market 
to  dealers.  I  don't  know  whether  they  have  ever  let  a  bale  of  straw 

2204  go  to  waste.    I  would  not  say  that  they  have  not  marketed  it  all.    A 
great  big  price  for  straw  is  25  to  30  cents  a  bale  at  Livermore  and 
Pleasanton,  delivered  on  the  cars. 

Assume  that  the  land  was  assessed  for  75%  of  its  value,  farm- 
ing land,  a  lot  of  it,  is  assessed  at  75%  of  its  value.  I  am  paying 
more  than  that  on  my  warehouses.  I  do  not  farm  my  warehouse,  but 
I  say  it  is  a  criterion.  It  is  optional  with  the  assessor  what  he 
figures.  He  looks  at  the  land ;  looks  at  the  list  of  the  properties,  and 
he  has  probably  never  been  on  them,  or  maybe  he  has  not  seen  it 
carefully,  and  he  puts  on  an  assessed  valuation,  but  let  us  cut  down 
and  say  it  is  assessed  at  50%  of  its  value.  That  is  $150.  The  tax 
rate  will  vary.  It  will  be  $1.40  on  an  average.  There  is  300  at  $1.40, 
22°5  that  is  $4.20.  An  acre  at  $150  assessed  at  $1.40  on  the  100,  would 
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be  $2.10.  Now  interest  upon  the  $300  if  your  land  is  worth  $300, 
you  have  got  to  get  interest  upon  it  at  5%,  that  is  $15.  A  farmer 
can  get  4%  if  he  takes  the  money  out  of  the  land  and  puts  it  in  the 
bank,  and  surely  he  is  entitled  to  1%  more  if  he  puts  it  into  the 
land.  Very  few  of  these  men  who  are  engaged  in  farming  up  there 
who  do  not  want  to  see  at  least  5%  on  their  investment  net  clear  to 
them.  I  know  some  farmers  up  there  who  are  getting  a  5%  return 
from  their  ranches  who  would  be  willing  to  capitalize  that  and  sell 
for  that  amount.  One  of  them  is  very  near  Livermore.  His  name  is 
John  Luders.  He  owns  310  acres  on  the  Livermore-Santa  Rita  road. 
He  does  most  of  the  farming  himself  on  the  ranch  with  his  own  help,  2206 
and  he  would  sell  that  ranch  on  the  terms  that  you  say.  It  might 
be  that  the  average  farmer  would  not  dispose  of  his  property  on 
any  such  basis  as  that,  but  I  know  that  there  are  farmers  that  will. 
At  the  present  time,  I  could  not  call  to  mind  any  others. 

Referring  to  parcel  281,  the  Blacow  piece,  I  think  that  vegetables 
could  be  grown  there.  I  said  that  the  land  was  suitable  for  vege- 
tables. I  placed  a  valuation  of  $310  an  acre  on  it.  Other  lands  in 
the  Pleasanton  district  will  produce  a  better  crop.  The  soil  on  281 
is  a  dark  clay  loam.  It  is  a  pretty  good  soil.  It  is  on  a  little  higher 
elevation  than  the  surrounding  land  in  that  locality,  and  is  a  good 
deal  higher  than  270 ;  a  good  deal  higher  than  275.  It  is  not  as  heavy 
as  some  of  the  surrounding  soil  in  that  neighborhood.  I  don't  think 
it  will  bake.  It  is  not  as  rich  a  soil  as  the  soil  in  278,  or  in  U-268,  2207 
and  it  has  been  farmed  for  a  longer  period  than  either  of  those  soils. 
I  have  seen  beets  and  alfalfa  there,  and  different  kinds  of  vegetables. 
They  had  fairly  good  crops  on  it,  but  not  as  good  as  could  be  pro- 
duced on  the  other  lands.  I  mean  the  higher  priced  lands  around  it. 
It  is  not  as  good  as  U-268.  It  is  a  higher  elevation  than  U-268,  and 
not  as  fertile  a  soil.  It  has  been  farmed  longer.  I  have  characterized 
much  of  this  land  because  it  is  low.  There  is  a  happy  medium  be- 
tween the  low  wet  lands  with  the  tule  on  it  and  the  higher  lands. 
It  is  very  difficult  to  explain  these  conditions.  In  fine  words  it  will 
exactly  cover  them  at  this  distance  from  the  ground,  but  if  you  were 
there,  I  could  explain  to  you  more  fully  the  reasons  why  this  land 
is  not  worth  as  much  as  U-268.  It  is  not  worth  as  much  as  278. 

(Statement  by  Master:  My  memory  of  your  valuation  of  U-268 
was  $10  less.  What  land  are  you  speaking  of?  A.  Did  I  mention 
U-268  on  that  occasion.  It  is  278.) 

In  connection  with  that,  I  was  talking  more  in  connection  with 
278  and  281  and  the  character  of  the  land  in  there ;  U-268  is  further 
west  and  lower.  In  the  course  of  my  investigation,  I  did  not  hear  of 
an  offer  that  had  been  made  for  the  property  before  it  was  purchased 
by  the  company.  The  property  was  owned  by  Mr.  Donahue  at  one 
time.  I  am  pretty  sure  he  got  it  from  Jason  Rhodes,  and  I  think 
he  sold  it  to  Blacow.  I  do  not  know  of  a  transfer  of  the  property 
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having  been  made  any  time  prior  to  its  purchase.  I  do  not  know 
of  any  sale  in  that  locality,  unless  it  be  the  sale  of  the  De  Lopez  from 
Donahue  to  the  Alameda  Sugar  Co. ;  I  heard  of  that  sale.  I  don 't 
exactly  remember  the  price,  but  my  best  recollection  is  that  Mr.  Don- 
ahue got  about  $250  an  acre  for  it.  That  is  the  easterly  end  of  S-268, 
but  at  the  time  he  sold  it  was  at  a  very  high  state  of  improvement. 
There  was  a  good  house  there,  and  barns  and  cypress  hedges  around  it. 
The  buildings  were  not  all  down  or  practically  down.  They  were  in 
a  pretty  good  state  of  preservation.  That  was  one  of  the  show  places 
of  Livermore  Valley.  There  was  a  dwelling  house  on  the  property. 
At  the  time  I  knew  the  De  Lopez  place,  and  prior  to  the  time  De  Lopez 
lived  there,  there  was  a  very  fine  house  on  it. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  Steinhart. 

That  was  the  old  Count  Valensin  place. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 

I  did  not  know  it  when  it  was  owned  by  a  man  named  German. 
He  only  owned  it  for  a  short  time. 


THIRTY-SECOND  HEARING.        SEPTEMBER  14, 1915. 
Witness:    M.  G.  CALLAGHAN,  for  Defendant. 
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CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 


Parcel  283,  just  south  of  S-268,  is  the  Watson  place.  My  valua- 
tion on  that  was  $200  an  acre.  I  think  S-268  was  sold  in  1906.  My 
understanding  at  that  time  was  that  Mr.  Donahue  got  $250  an  acre  for 
that  piece  of  land  together  with  the  improvements  on  it.  My  valua- 
tion is  $180. 

I  don't  know  when  the  Schweens  bought  parcel  283  just  south  of 
2210  S-268.  I  don't  know  what  they  paid  for  it.  I  don't  know  that  they 
bought  it  in  1908  and  paid  $10,000  for  40  acres.  My  value  as  of  Decem- 
ber 31,  1913,  is  $200  an  acre.  The  most  valuable  part  of  S-268,  the  rich- 
est land,  is  on  the  Santa  Rita  road,  and  in  there  from  the  creek.  There 
are  creeks  that  come  down  there.  There  is  the  main  creek,  and  there 
is  a  branch,  and  between  those  two  creeks  I  would  say  would  be  the 
richest  land  on  those  two  tracts.  Indicated  on  the  map  as  commencing 
about  immediately  west  of  the  junction  of  the  Los  Positas  with  the 
Arroyo  Mocho.  This  map  shows  only  the  one  creek.  (Witness  indi- 
cated it  on  map  10. )  There  is  no  road  on  the  ground  there  now.  There 
is  a  passage-way  going  up  Oakland  Avenue.  I  would  identify  it  by  call- 
ing it  Oakland  Avenue  extended  northerly  to  S-268.  I  have  described 
a  portion  lying  southerly  by  a  line  drawn  on  that  map,  and  lying  west- 
erly of  the  extension  of  Oakland  Avenue  through  S-268  as  the  best 
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land  on  that  tract.  There  is  more  than  half  the  area  in  that  tract  that 
is  pretty  fair  good  land.  Where  those  beets  are  growing  now  there 
is  some  fairly  good  land.  I  didn't  put  any  valuation  on  that  good 
land  by  itself  more  than  on  the  balance  of  the  tract.  There  is  no  land 
in  that  vicinity  that  I  valued  at  $310  or  $325  that  I  can  think  of.  The 
land  I  described  as  the  best  in  S-268  is  better  than  270.  The  Santa 
Rita-Pleasanton  road  divides  it  from  270,  and  there  is  nothing  else 
that  divides  it. 

The  Ben  Oxsen  place,  284,  I  valued  at  $240.     The  Ben  Oxsen       2212 
place  differs  from  the  40  acre  Schween  tract  because  it  has  a  frontage 
on  the  road,  and  the  Schween  place  is  back  off  the  road  in  the  field. 
I  think  there  is  a  little  more  alkali  in  the  Schween  place  than  there  is 
in  the  Ben  Oxsen  place. 

There  have  been  fairly  good  crops  of  barley  on  283  last  year  and 
the  year  before.  I  would  say  from  looking  at  the  crop  grown  on  the 
ground,  and  as  it  was  threshed,  that  they  had  20  to  25  sacks  to  the 
acre  on  that  tract  of  land.  I  don't  remember  seeing  anything  else 
growing  on  that  parcel.  There  is  alkali  in  sufficient  quantities  there 
to  lessen  the  production  of  crops.  It  is  what  we  call  white  alkali.  I 
am  not  chemist  enough  to  know  the  ingredients  or  percentages  of  alkali 
that  must  be  in  the  land  before  it  affects  crop  production.  My  best 
guide  as  to  the  quantity  of  alkali  in  the  land  is  to  make  an  experi- 
ment to  see  whether  the  land  will  grow  a  crop  or  not.  The  crops 
that  this  land  has  produced  have  been  fair,  but  not  as  good  crops  2213 
as  grow  on  the  land  that  is  free  from  alkali  further  south.  In  my 
opinion  it  has  tended  to  lessen  the  production  on  that  place.  The 
soil  is  clay  loam,  and  not  very  light.  It  is  a  medium  soil;  not 
exactly  a  sandy  loam  soil.  It  is  more  of  a  clay  than  a  sandy  soil. 
It  does  not  readily  bake  when  cultivated.  In  looking  at  it  and  seeing 
it  farmed,  and  remembering  the  color  and  texture  of  the  soil  when  I 
saw  it  there,  I  would  say  that  it  is  a  clay  loam.  It  does  not  break  up 
very  readily.  It  breaks  up  fairly  regularly,  and  will  harrow  down 
very  nice  and  smooth.  I  do  not  mean  to  give  the  impression  that  it 
was  difficult  to  till.  I  would  say  that  the  land  plowed  and  harrowed 
in  two  ways  would  be  well  tilled,  and  without  any  further  tillage  2214 
would  produce  good  crops  in  a  good  year.  By  a  good  year,  I  mean  a 
year  of  plenty  of  rainfall  and  at  the  proper  time  of  the  season.  If  it 
were  plowed  and  harrowed  two  ways,  it  would  produce  a  better  crop 
with  an  abundance  of  rain  than  it  would  with  a  light  rain.  That  in- 
dicates to  me  there  is  some  clay  in  the  soil.  It  is  a  sediment  soil  to  a 
certain  extent  made  from  the  flow  of  those  creeks  that  deposited  it 
there.  A  clay  loam  might  be  made  and  deposited  there;  that  is  the 
way  all  those  loams  are  made  by  deposits  from  those  creeks. 

I  do  not  put  my  value  on  the  portion  of  S-268  lying  east  of  Oak- 
land Avenue  separate  from  the  other  portions.  I  valued  the  entire 
tract.  I  went  through  it,  and  said  how  much  is  the  entire  tract  worth 
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less  the  improvements  that  are  on  it.  I  would  not  hazard  an  opinion 
as  to  what  that  portion  of  the  tract  is  worth.  There  are  some  areas  in 
it  that  are  very  similar  soil  as  the  40  acre  tract  283.  Eight  north  of 
283  is  a  similar  soil,  only  a  little  better  as  it  gets  toward  the  creek  than 
283  is.  (The  witness  indicated  on  the  map  the  alkali  areas.)  This 

2215  soil  all  varies  through  here,  with  alkali  showing  in  places,   and 
sand  washed  over  the  ground,  but  north  of  283  is  very  similar  soil  to 
that  particular  area  there,  and  I  would  say  that  it  gets  better  toward 
the  creek  on  S-268  than  that  soil  in  283,  but  taking  it  as  a  whole,  and 
looking  it  over,  you  will  readily  see  that  this  is  $20  an  acre  ahead 
of  S-268,  taking  it  as  a  whole  on  account  of  the  floods  and  washes  of 
the  creek,  and  the  difference  in  the  soil,  there  is  more  alkali  in  the 
northeast  corner,  and  it  is  certainly  worth  as  much  as  283  is.    Taking 
the  tract  as  a  whole,  the  way  it  is  cut  up  by  the  creeks  and  the  wash, 
the  difference  is  because  S-268  is  cut  up  by  the  creeks.    The  alkali 
in  S-268  will  appear  here,  and  in  the  extreme  easterly  end  there 
is  some  alkali,  some  of  it  on  top  cf  the  ground.     You  will  see 
white  spots  where  it  comes  to  the  surface  in  the  spring  time  and  also 
in  the  summer  time,  and  in  the  southerly  end  of  it  next  to  Henry 
Mohr  's  field  and  along  this  side.    There  is  some  alkali  in  all  that  area. 
I  saw  beets  produced  on  S-268,  right  in  through  here  on  both  sides  of 
this  road  extending  over  there.     There  is  a  road  going  through  there 
from  the  house.    I  have  seen  grain  on  the  extreme  easterly  portion  of 
it.     Fairly  good  crops.     On  the  areas  where  the  alkali  was  not  very 

2216  bad  it  would  produce  15  to  20  sacks  to  the  acre.    On  the  area  where 
the  alkali  was  bad  it  is  doubtful  whether  it  would  run  more  than  10  or 
12  sacks  to  the  acre.    Schween  farmed  it,  and  Pierags  farmed  it.    I 
don't  know  the  results  of  their  farming.    The  information  which  en- 
ables me  to  say  that  the  alkali  land  in  that  tract  produces  10  to  12 
sacks  to  the  acre  is  gained  by  looking  at  the  crop  growing  on  the 
ground.     I  saw  the  crop  in  1914.     I  could  not  say  how  many  acres 
would  produce  10  to  12  or  14  sacks.    It  was  in  patches  along  there. 
The  way  the  alkali  affects  the  land,  there  will  be  a  high  place  where 
a  great  big  healthy  growth  of  grain  will  grow,  and  there  will  be  a  low 
place  where  it  seems  to  get  the  alkali  at  the  roots,  and  the  growth  will 
be  very  short  and  stunted,  whereas  on  the  high  places  you  will  have 
a  head  that  is  long  and  right  full  of  grain.    There  is  a  little  alkali  on 
283,  the  40  acre  tract,  about  in  the  middle,  and  extending  a  little  to  the 
west.    It  does  not  cover  a  very  large  area.    I  made  a  deduction  in  the 
value  because  of  the  presence  of  that  alkali.    I  don 't  know  how  much 

2217  of  a  deduction,  I  just  put  the  price  at  $200,  and  considered  that  if  I 
could  get  a  man  to  pay  me  that  for  it,  it  would  be  a  place  well  sold. 
The  fact  that  Mr.  Schween  paid  $10,000  for  it  six  or  seven  years  ago 
would  not  make  any  difference  in  my  appraisal.     If  it  was  land  of 
similar  type  to  the  balance  of  the  Schween  land,  I  would  appraise  it 
at  the  same,  $290.    If  that  patch  of  alkali  was  not  on  it,  it  would  be 
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land  equal  to  the  other  Schween  land.  It  is  the  presence  of  the  alkali 
that  makes  the  difference  in  value,  and  also  the  disadvantage  that  it  is 
further  over  from  the  main  road  than  the  143  acre  piece.  The  143 
acre  tract  has  an  advantage  over  it  on  account  of  the  fact  that  it  fronts 
on  the  Pleasanton-Santa  Rita  road.  There  is  a  county  road  extending 
through  S-268,  but  land  fronting  on  a  main  road  has  an  advantage 
over  land  further  back  for  farming  purposes  or  for  selling  purposes. 
There  are  no  lands  I  put  a  higher  price  on  that  are  nearer  town. 
There  are  no  lands  north  or  west  of  there  that  are  higher  than  $200  an 
acre.  It  is  my  opinion  that  the  greater  distance  from  the  county  road,  2218 
and  the  presence  of  alkali  combined,  have  a  tendency  to  depreciate 
that  40  acres  below  the  other  land,  and  I  notice  that  the  other  ap- 
praisers that  looked  over  that  land  also  found  it  was  not  as  valuable 
as  that  other  land  over  south  from  there.  They  maintained  nearly  the 
same  ratio  of  difference  that  I  did. 

Alternating  beets  and  barley  would  be  about  the  best  use  for 
farming  purposes  the  40  acre  tract  can  be  used  for.  My  valuation  on 
282,  the  19  acre  tract,  was  $300.  They  are  on  a  higher  elevation,  and 
to  my  mind  they  are  entirely  free  from  alkali,  and  this  is  fronting  on 
the  main  road,  Valley  Avenue,  going  up  to  Henry  Mohr's  place.  They 
differ  in  that  way  from  the  Schween  lands  immediately  south  of  them. 
The  Schween  lands  are  valued  at  $290,  and  are  on  the  road  also. 
There  is  $10  difference  in  value.  I  consider  that  those  lands  on  the 
north  side  of  the  road,  the  three  tracts  No.  282,  are  better  lands  and 
more  advantageously  located  on  account  of  the  presence  of  the  road  2219 
and  the  location  of  the  land.  I  think  that  gives  an  advantage  to  the 
northerly  282  over  the  40  acre  tract  in  283,  which  it  immediately  ad- 
joins. As  you  go  north  on  that  land  you  begin  to  strike  alkali  in  the 
soil.  The  presence  of  the  road  gives  it  an  advantage.  The  difference 
in  distance  is  just  across  the  road.  I  think  a  farmer  would  take  that 
into  consideration  in  determining  the  value  of  the  property.  I  think 
I  could  get  more  for  the  29.50  acres  on  the  corner  of  the  road  in  282 
than  I  could  get  for  the  next  19.47  acres,  and  consequently  I  could 
get  less  for  282  over  there  north.  With  reference  to  283,  I  think  it  is 
worth  about  the  same  as  it  was  in  December,  1913,  or  in  1908.  I  don't 
know  whether  the  Henry  Mohr  field  was  sold,  and  I  don't  know  when 
Mohr  bought  it,  but  my  recollection  is  that  he  owned  it  longer  than  2220 
two  or  three  years. 

The  land  in  268  west  of  Oakland  Avenue  extended,  and  in  the 
northerly  part  of  S-268  is  of  fairly  good  character.  There  is  some 
alkali  in  the  extreme  northerly  corner  of  it  back  of  these  buildings  in 
279.  It  shows  in  a  hardening  of  the  soil  there.  It  is  a  slaty  colored 
soil  in  that  locality.  There  is  evidence  of  alkali  in  the  soil  besides 
that.  It  will  show  white  on  the  surface.  I  could  not  say  exactly  what 
area.  The  overflow  does  not  get  quite  up  to  the  southerly  boundary 
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line  of  271  unless  it  is  a  severe  winter.  Whatever  overflow  it  gets  comes 
from  the  north  of  279  and  271,  not  from  the  Arroyo  Mocho  or  the  Los 
Positas.  It  gets  some  overflow  from  that  direction,  but  not  very  much. 

283,  the  40  acre  tract,  does  not  overflow  to  any  extent,  except 
along  the  northerly  line  and  in  the  northwest  corner.  That  corner  is 
inclined  to  be  a  little  swampy  toward  the  creek.  There  is  no  swamp 
in  it,  but  it  is  inclined  to  be  wet  there. 

I  found  gravel  on  the  Schween  land  where  the  old  stream  chan- 
nels are  through  the  101.05  acre  tract.  I  don't  mean  to  say  there  is 

2221  any  waste  land.     The  evidence  of  depression  is  there  where  the  old 
stream  channel  flowed.     It  has  been  grown  over  with  crops,  and  the 
soil  in  the  channels  is  gravelly,  and  is  not  as  rich  a  soil  as  the  alluvial 
deposits  on  the  banks  of  the  creek.    The  alluvial  deposit  does  not  quite 
cover  the  gravel.    The  channel  is  in  the  land  yet,  and  occasionally  you 
will  find  a  little  gravel  scattered  through.    I  don't  think  it  is  an  ob- 
jection to  the  land.    In  the  areas  where  the  gravel  is  deposited  by  the 
stream  flow  of  the  old  creek,  it  will  not  produce  as  much  grain  as  the 
adjoining  places.     These  channels  come  from  the  east.     They  are  a 
slight  distance  northerly  from  the  Livermore-Pleasanton  road.     The 
road  is  right  along  this  westerly  line  of  the  tract.    The  westerly  line  of 

2222  the  tract  if  extended  southerly  would  intercept  the  right  of  way  of  the 
Southern  Pacific.    You  go  northerly  about  200  or  300  yards,  and  look- 
ing easterly  you  will  find  a  stream  channel  going  up  this  way.      The 
evidence  of  it  is  through  the  entire  tract  toward  the  east,  and  passes 
out  through  the  easterly  line  of  the  tract  nearer  the  southerly  line.    I 
don't  think  there  is  any  other  channel  through  that  tract. 

I  think  there  will  be  a  deficiency  in  the  crops  produced  in  that 
area,  but  the  channel  is  not  a  wide  channel  nor  a  deep  channel,  but 
the  gravel  is  in  it.  It  does  not  appreciably  diminish  the  value  of  the 
land  on  that  account.  It  has  more  or  less  effect  on  it.  It  is  bound 
to  have.  If  the  gravel  channel  were  not  there,  it  would  not  be  worth 
very  much  more.  I  did  not  depreciate  it  on  account  of  the  channel. 
You  asked  me  if  there  was  gravel  on  the  Schween  land,  and  I 
stated  that  there  was.  It  did  not  make  any  difference  in  my 

2223  valuation.     I  didn't  state  in  my  direct  examination  that  the  gravel 
was  an  objection  to  the  land.    I  said  the  soil  is  of  rich  loam,  except 
40  acres  fronting  on  the  Santa  Rita  road,  which  may  be  classed  as 
clay  adobe;  soil  suitable  for  vegetables,  providing  the  sub-soil  would 
not  develop  alkali,  in  which  case  orchards  are  likely  to  dry  out.  Water 
would  also  be  necessary  to  irrigate  if  vegetable  growing  was  attempted. 
I  did  not  mention  the  gravel.    The  first  time  I  heard  about  it  was  when 
you  spoke  about  it  this  morning. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  Searls. 

Comparing  the  Schween  lands  with  the  lands  on  the  west  side, 
there  is  a  different  type  of  soil.  The  lands  on  the  west  side  of  the  road 
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are  of  a  thicker  loam  and  richer  soil.  There  is  a  light  soil  on  the  east 
side  of  that  road,  and  not  as  fertile.  There  are  some  areas  of  gravel 
through  it,  but  not  very  many.  There  are  some  creeks  in  ages  past 
that  have  been  through  there. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 

There  are  some  traces  of  gravel  in  some  portions  of  the  Schween 
land  through  there.  I  stated  that  the  land  was  not  as  fertile  as  the  2224 
land  to  the  west.  By  the  lands  to  the  west,  I  would  refer  to  Q-268, 
R-268  and  278.  They  differ  from  Q-268  and  R-268  in  the  fact  that 
they  are  longer  under  cultivation,  and  consequently  there  is  a 
gradual  diminishing  in  the  fertility  of  the  soil.  You  leave  the  very 
fertile  soils  of  the  Pleasanton  Valley  as  you  go  toward  Livermore. 
Those  suffer  the  same  depreciation  in  going  east  from  the  rich 
lands  of  the  lower  Pleasanton  Valley.  The  Schween  lands  are  extend- 
ing easterly  from  the  lower  Pleasanton  Valley.  The  lowest  part  of 
the  Pleasanton  Valley  is  on  the  westerly  portion  of  U-268.  The 
Schween  lands  are  not  low  lands.  They  are  well  up  above  the  level. 
The  time  the  water  and  the  tules  were  down  there,  the  Schween  lands 
were  always  open  and  under  cultivation.  They  were  farmed  50  or  60 
years  ago.  This  40  acre  tract  of  the  Schween  land  has  alkali  in  it. 
Another  thing  about  alkali  is  this:  I  discovered  in  the  sub-soil  in  the 
borrow  pit  of  the  railroad  there  where  they  built  it,  that  there  are 
traces  of  alkali,  and  it  led  me  to  suspect  that  there  probably  might  be 
some  alkali  in  the  sub-soil,  and  I  made  a  note  that  that  alkali  would 
develop  under  cultivation  and  might  kill  fruit  trees,  and  would  de- 
preciate the  land  for  that  reason.  2225 

On  the  40  acre  tract  of  283,  the  soil  is  a  clay  loam.  It  is  high 
land,  but  is  low  in  the  north  and  northwest  corners.  It  has  a  tendency 
to  be  low.  The  water  never  stands  in  it  except  in  the  corner  there.  I 
should  think  the  soil  is  not  heavy  enough  that  the  water  would  per- 
colate through  it.  The  soil  is  very  deep.  I  never  investigated  how 
far  it  was  to  sub-soil,  but  I  would  say  there  is  a  depth  of  probably 
three  to  five  feet.  Whether  there  is  a  danger  of  alkali  coming  up  from 
the  sub-soil  would  depend  upon  the  conditions,  and  the  water  in  the 
creek  and  the  rainfall.  I  cannot  name  any  particular  place  where  I 
saw  conditions  of  that  kind  brought  about,  but  I  know  enough  about 
the  action  of  alkali  in  those  soils  and  that  it  is  liable  to  come  sometime 
and  kill  a  year's  crop  on  you.  I  cannot  mention  any  particular  place 
where  it  has  ever  happened  in  such  a  soil  as  that.  I  did  depreciate 
that  land,  and  put  it  at  a  less  value  than  other  Schween  lands,  or  than  2226 
282,  on  account  of  the  fact  that  it  was  not  as  advantageously  located, 
and  that  it  had  more  alkali  in  it  than  any  of  those  tracts  over  there. 
From  the  time  you  leave  that  road  going  up  to  Henry  Mohr's  house, 
the  further  north  you  go  the  poorer  the  land  becomes.  I  did  not 
necessarily  depreciate  the  value  of  the  Schween  lands  because  they 
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had  been  long  cultivated.  I  took  all  those  things  into  considera- 
tion. It  is  a  well  established  fact  that  lands  like  the  lands  west 
of  the  Pleasanton-Santa  Rita  road  that  have  not  been  cultivated 
for  over  20  years  have  more  fertility  in  them  than  lands  that  have 
been  cultivated  50  or  60  years,  for  almost  any  crop.  I  know  that 
there  are  lands  which  have  produced  wheat  for  years  that  are  very 
fertile  for  the  production  of  other  crops,  and  I  know  that  if  the 
__  farmer  found  that  he  was  making  good  money  out  of  wheat,  and  then 
found  that  the  time  had  arrived  when  he  could  no  longer  make  that 
money,  and  had  to  change  the  crops,  his  land  would  depreciate  in 
value  on  account  of  the  fact  that  it  was  run  down  and  could  not  pro- 
duce any  more  wheat.  It  is  a  well-known  fact  in  this  State  that  on 
land  where  they  found  they  could  not  grow  wheat,  they  planted  them 
to  other  crops,  and  the  land  advanced  in  market  value,  but  at  the 
same  time,  land  that  has  all  its  native  natural  fertility  in  it  without 
being  exhausted,  is  worth  more  to  the  prospective  purchaser  than  land 
that  has  been  farmed  for  60  years  and  has  lost  some  of  the  constituent 
parts  that  go  to  make  up  fertility. 

Some  of  the  lands  south  of  County  Road  2000  have  been  cultivated 
for  a  long  time.  They  are  peculiarly  located  for  the  reason  that  they 
have  received  added  fertility  by  overflows  of  that  creek  75,  30  and  20 
years  ago.  When  those  levees  north  of  the  race  track  between  Pleas- 
anton  and  the  junction  of  Laguna  Creek  have  broken  and  deposited 
fresh  sediment  and  silty  loam  over  those  tracts,  they  have  been  re- 
newed, and  they  have  not  lost  their  fertility,  and  none  of  it  has  been 
washed  away  the  same  as  on  the  lands  on  the  higher  elevations  further 
east.  I  would  not  say  their  fertility  has  been  washed  away,  because 
there  have  been  no  serious  floods  to  wash  away  anything  off  the 

2228  Schween  land.     I  maintain  that  lands  that  have  been  farmed  for  40 
or  50  years  are  not  as  valuable  as  land  that  has  been  farmed  for  only 
15  or  20  years.    I  saw  a  crop  of  barley  produced  on  the  Schween  lands, 
which  I  valued  at  $290  an  acre,  in  1914  and  in  1915.    I  never  saw  it 
definitely  figured  out  that  any  acre  or  any  tract  there  produced 
35  sacks  to  the  acre.     I  saw  the  crops  that  grew,  and  the  machines 
thresh  it,  and  the  grain  that  they  threshed,  and  I  believe  that  the  land 
could  produce  that  kind  of  a  crop,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  it 
has  been  farmed  for  60  years,  and  I  say  its  fertility  has  been  depre- 
ciated somewhat.    35  sacks  to  the  acre  is  an  extraordinarily  good  yield. 
It  would  not  be  depreciated  for  the  reason  that  it  has  been  farmed  for 

2229  sixty  years  alone.     To  a  certain  extent  that  entered  into  my  valu- 
ation. 

I  considered  Q-268  is  better  than  283,  and  the  three  parcels  282 
are  better  than  283.  Q-268  has  an  advantage  over  the  Schween  land 
because  of  its  frontage  on  the  Pleasanton-Santa  Rita  road,  and  it  is 
nearer  Pleasanton.  Q-268  differs  from  R-268  because  you  get  into 
better  land  as  you  go  west.  Q-268  has  a  light  sandy  loam  in  places, 
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and  clay  loam  in  other  places.    It  is  not  as  heavy  as  the  soil  of  283. 

It  is  lighter  soil  than  that.    R-268  is  a  clay  loam.    A  light  sandy  loam 

is  better  than  a  clay  loam.    There  is  no  clay  loam  on  Q-268,  and  there 

is  sandy  loam  in  Q-268.    It  is  a  large  area  there.    E-268  may  be  all       2230 

clay  loam.     It  is  about  the  same  texture  of  soil,  only  a  little  better 

than  in  Q-268.    I  was  mistaken  about  that.    My  notes  say  R-268,  deep 

sandy  loam.    There  are  some  areas  on  Q-268  that  may  have  that  kind 

of  soil.    It  varies  in  Q-268.    I  don't  know  of  any  natural  object  or 

obstruction  that  accounts  for  any  differences  in  those  two  soils.    Q-268 

has  about  the  same  elevation  as  the  rest  of  the  country. 

It  has  about  the  same  grade.  The  pitch  is  east  toward  Liver- 
more.  Q-268  is  somewhat  higher  in  elevation  than  the  others.  I  have 
seen  Q-268  in  crop  20  or  25  times.  I  believe  I  have  seen  all  the  crops  223^  . 
that  are  grown  in  the  neighborhood  of  Pleasanton  at  one  time  or  an- 
other. Not  on  the  whole  tract.  Different  parcels  will  crop  to  differ- 
ent things.  I  have  seen  beets,  and  potatoes,  and  wheat  and  barley 
there.  I  have  seen  a  good  crop  of  wheat  on  it.  It  was  about  three  or 
four  years  ago  since  I  saw  the  wheat.  It  has  been  planted  to  barley 
for  the  past  four  or  five  years.  It  produces  a  fair  crop  of  barley.  A 
fair  crop  of  barley  in  that  neighborhood  is  20  to  25  sacks.  I  will  not 
say  that  it  will  not  produce  more  than  20  to  25  sacks,  because  it  might. 
I  did  not  investigate  the  beet  crop,  but  it  looked  like  a  good  crop  to 
me.  I  have  seen  fairly  good  potatoes  that  would  make  a  fairly  thrifty 
crop.  That  is  about  all  the  crops  I  have  seen  there.  I  don't  think  2232 
there  is  any  part  of  that  tract  that  will  not  produce  a  good  crop  of 
wheat,  barley,  beets  or  potatoes.  If  I  thought  there  was,  I  would  not 
have  put  $200  an  acre  on  it. 

R-268  is  a  better  soil.  It  is  more  advantageous.  I  think  it  is 
33  1/3%  better.  I  think  I  could  sell  R-268  quicker  at  the  price  I  have 
put  on  it  than  I  could  sell  Q-268  at  the  price  I  have  on  it.  I  have  not 
heard  of  the  sale  just  south  of  Q-268,  known  as  the  Martin  purchase. 
A  triangular  piece  of  land,  about  8^  acres  is  the  Italian  vegetable 
garden  south  of  R-268.  The  land  just  south  of  Q-268  and  east  of  P-268 
differ  from  Q-268  in  this  regard,  that  it  has  been  farmed  by  Italian 
vegetable  men  who  hauled  out  manure,  piled  it  on  to  that  soil  and 
fattened  it  up  under  very  intensive  cultivation,  and  irrigation  until 
they  have  made  it  a  rich  fertile  garden  spot.  If  the  same  labor  and 
the  same  work  were  put  in  Q-268  or  R-268  they  would  be  similar  soil, 
and  this  soil  you  mention  last  is  the  result  of  years  of  piling  fertilizer 
and  manure  on  it.  You  can  put  fertilizer  in  the  sand  dunes  of  Golden 
Gate  Park  and  grow  garden  truck  on  them.  If  you  keep  piling  on  the  2233 
manure,  the  land  will  come  back  again,  even  if  it  exhausts  very  rapidly 
from  growing  garden  stuff.  The  piece  of  land  that  lies  between  the 
right  of  way  of  the  Western  Pacific  Railway  and  the  Southern  Pacific 
Railway  is  what  you  mean  but  I  didn't  know  of  a  sale  in  there. 

615 


Callaghan 

SPRING  VALLEY  WATER  CO.  VS.  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

Questioned  by  Master. 

That  is  not  the  land  which  I  said  was  artificially  cultivated.  That 
was  a  triangular  piece  tapering  to  a  point  in  the  easterly  end  of  it. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 

I  know  there  is  a  man  by  the  name  of  Vierria  who  lives  there. 
I  think  his  house  is  the  first  house  before  you  cross  the  railroad  on 
the  county  road  going  to  Livermore.  I  don't  know  definitely  that 
that  tract  has  been  sold  several  times  in  the  past  six  or  eight  years.  I 
would  say  that  the  difference  between  Q-268  and  that  Vierria  tract 
is  that  toward  the  road  the  land  becomes  better.  I  know  it  does.  This 
land  where  the  baseball  grounds  are  is  the  best  land.  The  best  part 
of  Q-268  begins  at  a  point  half-way  north  between  the  house  on  R-268 
and  the  corner  of  the  baseball  park,  and  extends  easterly.  The  best 

2234  land  is  located  in  Q-268  south  of  that  line,  which  I  have  just  drawn 
on  the  map.     That  line  is  not  intended  to  be  a  definite  demarkation 
between  the  good  land  and  the  bad  land.     The  line  is  drawn  at  your 
suggestion  to  indicate  about  what  portion  of  this  is  better  land  than 
the  other  portion.     The  line  does  not  extend  beyond  through  R-268. 
It  is  just  a  general  proposition  that  lands  there  are  a  little  better  than 
the  lands  toward  the  road.    I  know  it  from  seeing  the  crops  growing 
on  it.    I  had  been  within  the  enclosure  prior  to  1914.    I  was  in  there 
when  Lilienthal  owned  that  land,  looking  for  sheep  pasturage.     He 
used  to  rent  the  stubble  out  for  sheep.    I  went  there  after  the  grain 
and  the  hay  had  been  cut,  and  I  passed  along  that  road  every  year 
for  the  past  20  or  30  years;  both  roads.     I  walked  up  and  down 
through  there  during  the  construction  of  the  Western  Pacific.    I  have 
been  all  over  that  tract  a  thousand  times.     I  have  seen  the  crops  on 

2235  that  tract,  and  it  is  a  pretty  good  tract  of  land.    I  think  a  better  crop 
is  produced  on  the  southerly  portion  than  on  the  northerly.    I  actually 
know  that  the  crops  produced  on  the  southerly  end  are  better  than  up 
toward  the  north.    The  nearer  you  come  to  the  creek  bank  on  all  of 
that  land  where  the  gravel  is  not  broken  out,  you  get  richer  soil.    You 
get  pretty  close  to  the  creek  bank  on  Q-268.    The  creek  is  over  by  the 
railroad.    Q-268  and  R-268  are  about  the  same  distance  from  the  creek. 
The  vegetable  garden  keeps  R-268  from  going  to  the  creek,  and  the 
railroad  right  of  way  keeps  Q-268  from  going  to  the  creek.    It  may 
be  that  Q-268  comes  nearer  to  the  Arroyo  Valle  at  that  point  than 
R-268  does.     Here  is  another  point ;  this  is  a  small  tract,  and  there 
is  more  of  it  close  to  the  creek,  and  consequently  it  is  better  land. 

2236  This  tract  coming  to  the  creek  is  better  land  too,  all  along  as  you 
come  to  the  creek.    There  is  a  large  tract  of  214  acres  here,  and  there 
is  a  whole  lot  of  that  that  is  not  as  good  land  as  along  the  creek.     I 
did  not  depreciate  the  Schween  land,  because  an  ancient  channel  flowed 
through  it.    I  consider  that  Q-268  is  a  little  better  than  the  Schween 
land,  but  not  very  much.    There  is  hardly  any  difference  in  the  texture 
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at  all,  except  that  the  Schween  land  is  further  removed  from  the  creek, 
and  Q-268  has  a  frontage  on  the  road.  Altogether  I  gave  it  an  ad- 
vantage of  $10  over  the  Schween  land.  The  Schween  land  differs  con- 
siderably in  texture  of  soil  from  R-268.  The  soil  in  here  is  a  very 
heavy  clay  loam  in  the  140  acre  tract.  In  the  most  easterly  283  it  is 
a  lighter  loam.  It  is  all  a  clay  loam.  The  entire  tract  east  of  that 
road  is  a  clay  loam.  The  road  does  not  make  a  difference  between  the 
soil  of  the  lands  to  the  east  and  the  west  of  it.  The  road  was  the 
westerly  boundary  line  of  the  farming  land  in  the  Pleasanton  district  2237 
for  years  and  years,  while  the  portion  of  the  land  lying  to  the  west 
was  tules  and  willow,  and  the  water  came  up  on  both  sides  of  the  road 
20  or  25  years  ago.  When  those  poplar  trees  were  planted  there, 
they  were  planted  in  the  water,  and  remained  so  until  they  drained 
Laguna  Creek  down  from  Mrs.  Hearst's  and  the  Nusbaumer  place  up. 
That  is  the  first  thing  that  lowered  the  water. 

My  appraisement  for  P-268  was  $500  an  acre.  My  notes  say  11.64 
acres.  It  says,  although  this  is  a  portion  of  a  subdivision  remaining 
unsold  after  being  on  the  market  for  ten  years,  it  has  a  possibility  of 
sale  in  acre  tracts  for  home  sites,  and  is  worth  from  this  standpoint 
$500  an  acre.  I  gave  it  a  value  of  $500  an  acre.  Its  value  as  agricul- 
tural property  would  be  about  $400.  I  add  $100  to  it  because  of  the  22^8 
fact  that  it  is  available  for  this  purpose.  It  practically  adjoins  Q-268. 
There  are  probably  40  or  50  acres,  or  maybe  more  than  half  of  Q-268 
as  good  for  agricultural  purposes  as  P-268.  Maybe  50  acres;  that  is 
only  a  guess  in  any  case,  because  at  this  distance  you  cannot  tell  acre- 
age and  the  quality  of  it. 

The  Vierria  piece  is  valuable  for  agricultural  purposes  in  excess 
of  Q-268.  It  is  a  smaller  tract,  and  it  would  sell  more  readily,  and  has 
a  home  built  on  it ;  it  is  improved,  and  it  certainly  has  more  value  than 
Q-268,  and  it  fronts  on  the  road.  Q-268  fronts  on  the  Pleasanton- Santa 
Rita  road  only.  It  is  cut  off  from  the  Pleasanton-Livermore  road  by 
the  right  of  way  of  the  Southern  Pacific. 

I  don't  know  of  a  sale  east  of  P-268  by  Lilienthal  in  1909  to  a 
man  named  Rovia. 

The  Arroyo  Mocho  is  about  a  quarter  of  a  mile  from  the  Schween 
property  at  the  nearest  point.  The  nearest  point  is  the  northeast  cor- 
ner of  the  106.72  acre  tract.  Mr.  Mohr's  house  stands  between  the 
corner  and  the  Mocho.  2239 

(Statement  by  Mr.  Steinhart  in  matter  of  cross  examination.) 

My  valuation  of  that  portion  of  the  Hadsell  ranch  which  extends        2240 
down  to  the  Sunol  dam,  and  between  the  Alameda  Creek  and  the 
Southern  Pacific  right  of  way,  was  $50  an  acre  for  the  area  which  is 
gravel  creek  bottom.     There  is  that  area  in  the  Alameda  Creek  from     2240^ 
below  the  filter  gallery  down  to  the  dam  to  where  the  filter  gallery  is, 
that  is,  gravel,  and  there  is  some  further  area  in  that  portion  up  along 
Laguna  Creek.     There  is  some  gravel  where  the  filter  gallery  is.    It 
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is  creek  gravel  along  the  filter  gallery,  west  of  the  filter  gallery  and 
along  the  creek.  In  the  entire  tract  I  have  150  acres  of  creek  gravel. 
2241  In  the  center  of  that  tract  to  which  you  have  called  my  attention,  that 
would  come  under  my  gravelly  loam  lands,  $200  an  acre. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  mean  that  this  tongue  of  land  between  Alameda  Creek  and  the 
Southern  Pacific  right  of  way  has  a  field  in  it  which  is  of  the  $200 
class  of  land. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 

There  is  an  area  in  there  where  I  got  some  of  this  550  acres  of 
gravelly  loam.  That  550  acres  is  composed  of  that  field  in  which  the 
filter  gallery  is,  south  and  west  of  Sunol,  and  the  area  outside  of  the 
walnut  orchard  in  the  flat  east  of  Laguna  Creek  and  north  of  Ala- 
meda Creek.  In  order  to  arrive  at  the  total  of  550  acres,  I  did  not 
have  a  survey  made.  I  estimated  all  of  that  myself.  There  is  an  area 
north  of  County  Road  1469  at  the  toe  of  the  slope  of  that  hill,  com- 
mencing at  the  junction  where  the  entrance  to  the  water  temple  is,  that 
extends  around  in  this  direction  toward  Py's  Corner.  It  crosses  the 
road  not  quite  so  high  as  that,  and  takes  in  an  area  along  here.  These 
are  the  hills  to  the  east.  Approximately  inside  of  these  lines  drawn 
with  a  pencil  inside  of  that  map  would  be  the  550  acres  of  gravelly 
loam,  including  also  the  97  acres  in  walnut  orchard.  That  97  acres 

^  we  got  from  Sidney  Jones.    Mr.  Parsons  and  myself  had  him  working 

in  there  for  a  week,  and  we  asked  him  to  give  us  the  area,  and  my  rec- 
ollection is  he  also  gave  us  the  area  of  the  creek  gravel  in  that  tract, 
and  the  area  of  the  orchard. 

In  a  general  way,  the  creek  gravel  that  I  valued  at  $50  an  acre 
is  in  the  bottom  of  these  creeks  from  this  point  here  on  the  southeast, 
and  extending  westerly  to  the  easterly  boundary  line  of  244,  and  along 
that  easterly  boundary  line  of  244  down  towards  the  filter  gallery. 
The  area  between  the  creek  and  244  between  the  present  channel  is 
all  gravel.  There  may  be  a  small  portion  of  244  that  extends  into  the 
gravel  in  the  creek,  but  it  is  a  very  limited  area.  I  could  not  estimate 
the  width  of  the  creek  where  the  water  is  diverted  from  the  stream 
into  the  filter  gallery.  It  is  pretty  wide.  It  is  wide  enough  to  take 
care  of  and  divert  the  waters  from  the  San  Antonio  Creek  into  the 
filter  gallery,  and  let  the  waters  of  the  Alameda  and  Calaveras  Creeks 
flow  down  through.  I  could  not  tell  you  the  width  approximately  in 

2243  fee{.  as  i  (jj^  no£  measure  it.  I  did  not  include  any  land  as  gravel 
land,  except  the  land  now  occupied  by  the  channel  of  the  creek.  I 
don't  know  how  long  the  channel  is  through  the  property.  The  rest 
of  the  150  acres  of  gravel  channel  is  up  through  Laguna  Creek.  It  is 
fairly  wide  in  places.  It  extends  southeasterly  to  the  boundary  line 
of  the  tract  where  the  line  crosses  the  creek  in  a  northerly  and  west- 
erly direction  to  the  Sunol  dam.  It  extends  from  the  junction  of  La- 
guna Creek  northerly  and  westerly  again  along  the  Laguna  Creek  to 
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the  northerly  boundary  line  of  the  tract  in  different  parcels  all 
through  that  area.  I  do  not  think  that  I  have  included  any  tillable 
land,  except  that  there  may  be  a  small  parcel  of  land  that  is  gravelly 
right  east  of  the  town  of  Sunol,  before  you  cross  the  bridge  going  from 
Sunol  eastward.  That  has  been  farmed  but  is  gravelly  and  nothing 
but  gravel,  and  dries  up  in  the  spring.  It  will  not  produce  crops.  2244 
My  best  impression  of  the  tract  is  that  there  was  150  acres  of  creek 
gravel  that  is  not  fit  for  cultivation,  nor  will  not  produce  crops. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  Steinhart. 

Sidney  Jones  was  a  surveyor. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 

I  have  not  his  notes. 

I  think  the  best  of  the  Hadsell  tract  is  in  the  97  acre  walnut 
orchard.  I  would  consider  the  tract,  leaving  the  walnuts  out,  as  worth 
$200  an  acre.  The  entire  level  land  of  the  tract.  I  think  that  portion 
occupied  by  the  walnut  orchard  is  a  little  the  best.  It  is  not  much 
better  than  the  remainder  of  the  flat  land.  The  uses  to  which  the 
best  of  the  Hadsell  tract  are  adapted  with  irrigation  would  be  to  raise 
alfalfa.  There  has  been  vegetables  planted  there,  tomatoes  and  other 
vegetables,  have  been  planted  in  the  level  land;  I  think  with  fair  2245 
success.  Fairly  successful  is  one  degree  less  than  successful,  or  two 
degrees  less  maybe.  I  do  not  think  it  is  a  good  vegetable  land.  There 
is  a  little  too  much  gravel  in  it  in  places,  principally  toward  the  east- 
erly portion  of  the  tract.  There  is  evidence  of  some  rock  in  the  soil 
in  the  portion  of  the  tract  planted  to  walnuts.  In  plowing  they  turn 
over  some  rock,  not  small  boulders,  I  mean  small  rocks  in  the  soil.  I 
do  not  mean  the  soil  is  gravelly  at  all,  but  I  mean  there  is  some  gravel 
in  the  soil  as  evidenced  by  the  rocks.  I  consider  them  an  objection  to 
the  soil.  I  would  not  say  that  the  productivity  of  the  soil  is  decreased, 
but  it  is  not  improved  by  the  rocks  in  it.  2246 

It  is  my  opinion  that  vegetables  cannot  be  produced  successfully 
in  that  soil.  I  think  they  can  on  some  portions  of  that  soil  be  pro- 
duced successfully,  but  not  over  the  entire  area.  Vegetables  can  be 
produced  successfully  principally  over  the  portions  where  the 
walnut  orchard  is,  and  the  portions  west  of  there  towards  Laguna 
Creek  where  the  nursery  is.  They  cannot  be  produced  as  successfully 
on  that  portion  of  the  Hadsell  tract  as  on  the  Pleasanton  land.  It  is 
an  entirely  different  soil.  It  is  a  dark  loam  with  very  little  sand  in 
it.  Ordinarily  that  would  describe  an  exceedingly  rich  soil.  It  is  not 
as  rich  soil  as  the  Pleasanton  soils.  I  have  seen  the  crops  produced 
on  both  soils,  and  I  know  that  the  crop  produced  on  the  Pleasanton 
soils  are  superior  to  the  crops  produced  on  that  soil.  I  am  comparing 
barley  and  wheat,  and  vegetables  of  all  kinds,  carrots,  beets  and 
tomatoes.  I  think  that  in  my  20  years  that  I  have  known  that  land, 
that  I  have  seen  in  most  parts  of  it  nearly  all  kinds  of  vegetables  2247 
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planted.  There  were  some  Italians  that  had  a  garden  right  close  to 
where  the  entrance  to  the  water  temple  is  on  both  sides  of  that  road 
25  years  ago.  They  had  a  good  vegetable  garden,  plenty  of  water, 
and  they  hauled  manure  and  raised  good  vegetables.  I  should  say 
they  raised  very  good  vegetables.  I  have  said  that  the  best  land  in 
it  was  in  the  walnut  orchard  and  to  the  west  of  the  orchard,  and 
that  the  poorest  land  was  in  the  easterly  portion,  and  that  portion 
of  the  land  running  to  the  Mission  Pass  road.  I  mean  that  the  walnut 
orchard  is  the  best  land,  and  the  land  west  of  the  walnut  orchard 
where  the  nursery  is  is  the  best,  and  it  tapers  off  and  gets  poorer 
as  it  extends  easterly  to  the  Mission  Pass  road,  and  that  area  of  the 
flat  land  south  of  the  Mission  Pass  road,  or  east  of  it,  is  poorer  than 
the  land  in  the  big  field  where  the  water  temple  is.  The  reason  I  put 
it  all  in  the  $200  category  is  because  I  looked  at  the  tract  and  I  con- 

2248  sidered  what  it  was  worth,  what  it  would  sell  for.    There  might  be 
100  acres  of  that  land  surrounding  the  walnut  orchard  and  in  the 
nursery  that  would  be  worth  probably  $250  an  acre.     That  land  is 
a  dark  loam  without  much  sand  in  it,  but  with  some  rocks  through 
it.    I  mean  loose  rocks.    The  Pleasanton  loam  is  a  rich  sediment  loam. 
It  is  a  sediment  that  has  been  deposited  by  the  creek.    This  land  is 
between  two  creeks,  but  has  not  received  any  benefit  from  the  over- 
flow of  either  creek.    It  is  land  that  was  made  from  the  soils  that  came 
off  the  surrounding  hills,  and  possibly  some  of  the  underlying  soil 
of  that  tract  has  come  down  the  San  Antonio  and  Alameda  Creeks, 
and  made  the  bottom  soil  there.    The  gravel  is  in  the  bottom,  and 
the  surface  soil  has  come  off  the  surrounding  hills.    It  is  darker  soil 
in  texture  than  the  Pleasanton  soils.    A  different  type  of  soil  alto- 
gether.   You  do  not  find  these  rocks  that  I  have  mentioned  in  the 
Pleasanton  soils  at  all.     I  could  not  say  definitely  what  the  depth  of 
this  dark  loam  is,  but  I  would  consider  it  would  be  a  fairly  good 
depth  over  that  entire  flat  area,  possibly  4  or  5  feet.    I  did  not  find 

2249  any  alkali  there.    I  considered  that  over  most  of  the  area  the  water 
table  was  fairly  near  to  the  surface.    I  think  that  100  acres  of  dark 
loam  situated  as  it  is  there  is  worth  less  than  the  Schween  land.    I 
think  the  Schween  land  is  better  than  that  100  acres  of  dark  loam. 

With  reference  to  the  hill  lands  of  the  Hadsell  tract,  it  has  been 
the  practice  of  farmers  in  that  locality  to  summer-fallow.  The  hill  to 
the  right  of  the  road  going  from  Sunol  to  Pleasanton  was  summer- 
fallowed  last  year.  I  don't  know  when  it  was  summer-fallowed  be- 
fore last  year,  but  other  areas  on  the  tract  were  summer-fallowed 
the  year  before,  further  up  and  toward  the  Vallecitos  school  house. 

2250  I  don't  think  that  was  the  resting  of  the  land  after  many  years  of 
continuous  cultivation.     I  think  it  was  an   absolute   necessity  to 
summer-fallow  that  tract  in  order  to  get  a  crop.    Without  summer- 
fallowing  it  a  farmer  was  simply  wasting  his  labor  and  his  seed. 
The  soil  on  the  hill  lands  in  the  Hadsell  tract  is  very  light,  red  in 
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color,  shallow  to  sub-soil,  and  some  rocks  mixed  with  it.  By  shallow 
I  mean  8  to  10  or  12  inches.  All  of  the  area  lying  north  of  the  road 
going  from  the  Pleasanton-Sunol  road  to  the  Vallecitos  school  house 
can  be  classed  as  light  red  gravelly  soil,  resting  at  a  shallow  depth 
upon  a  red  gravelly  sub-soil.  All  of  that  area  has  a  depth  of  from 
8  to  12  inches,  except  a  small  portion  that  might  be  along  the  creek 
channels.  All  the  slopes  of  the  hills  except  that  portion  along  the 
base  of  the  hills,  along  the  creek  channels,  has  a  light  soil,  8  to  10 
inches  deep,  resting  on  a  red  gravelly  sub-soil.  There  is  some  dark 
soil  on  the  north  slope  of  the  hill  on  the  south  side  of  the  road, 
amongst  the  trees  there,  and  there  is  some  dark  soil  along  the  road 
going  up  the  Vallecitos.  It  is  a  dark  clay  soil  inclined  somewhat  to  2251 
an  adobe,  and  will  become  sticky  when  wet.  The  500  acres,  which 
I  valued  at  $30  in  the  Hadsell  tract  have  not  been  used  for  any  other 
purpose  than  pasture,  and  they  are  not  available  for  other  purposes 
than  pasture.  In  a  great  many  places  it  is  impossible  to  cultivate 
them  owing  to  the  trees  on  the  north  slopes  of  the  hills.  Ten  percent 
of  the  500  acres  is  covered  with  trees.  The  rest  of  the  500  acres  is 
open  pasture  land.  It  can  be  farmed  in  a  bench  on  the  rise  of  the  found 
hill  east  of  the  Sunol-Mission  road,  from  a  point  on  the  southerly 
line  of  the  tract  near  the  junction  of  the  San  Antonio  Creek  past 
Py's  Corner  to  a  width  of  about  1000  feet  on  the  face  of  the  slope 
•»,  .  of  the  hills.  That  is  one  area  of  it ;  another  area  of  it  extends  back 
towards  the  Wells  place;  another  area  is  found  in  the  creek  run- 
ning west  from  the  Vallecitos  school  house  to  the  Pleasanton-Sunol 
road ;  another  area  is  found  on  the  northerly  slope  of  the  creek  that 
comes  out  where  the  corn  patch  is  growing,  and  some  more  of  it  is 
found  scattered  up  towards  the  Dixon  place.  In  valuing  the  500 
acres  at  $30  an  acre,  I  valued  it  as  a  combination  of  pasture  and 
tillable  land ;  better  than  pasture  land,  and  not  in  the  class  of  farm- 
ing land.  There  is  not  very  much  tillable,  but  the  farmer  could, 
after  his  crop  was  taken  off,  turn  in  stock  there  and  get  the  pasture  2252 
that  grew  on  that  land,  and  that  had  been  protected  on  account  of 
the  crop  being  on  the  ground,  and  it  would  be  better  than  the  or- 
dinary pasture  land  in  the  Fall  of  the  year,  or  he  could  rent  it  to  a 
man  with  a  bunch  of  cattle  to  top  off  his  cattle.  It  is  better  than 
ordinary  pasture  land,  and  I  put  a  better  price  on  it.  There  is  not 
50  acres  of  the  500  that  is  tillable.  I  am  not  able  to  put  a  value  on 
the  50  acres  distinct  from  the  450.  I  classed  it  all  as  pasture  land, 
and  I  consider  the  price  that  I  put  on  it  covers  every  item  of  value 
that  is  in  it.  In  placing  a  value  of  $40  an  acre  on  1,020  acres  of 
that  tract,  I  assumed  the  land  could  be  farmed  every  year  but  not 
successfully,  and  that  the  best  results  could  be  obtained  by  farming 
it  every  other  year,  or  at  least  twice,  and  then  summer-fallowed. 

I  never  said  the  hill  land  around  Livermore  sold  for  $100  an 
acre  or  better.     I  say  $50  now.    The  hill  lands  around  Livermore 
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are  considerably  belter  farming  land  than  the  land  that  I  value  at 
$40  an  acre.    Any  of  the  adobe  hill  land  around  Livermore  will  pro- 

2253  duce  twice  as  much  as  this  light  hill  land  in  the  Charley  Hadsell 
place.    That  is  so  well  known  a  tract  that  to  dispute  it  means  that 
you  don't  know  anything  about  land  conditions.    The  hill  lands  east 
of  Livermore  and  north  of  Livermore  will  produce  more  than  any 
of  these  lands  here,  and  sell  at  less  money  than  I  put  on  these. 

2254  The  walnut  trees  on  the  Hadsell  property  didn't  look  very  good 
in  1914.    They  have  improved  considerably  since  then.    They  look 
fairly  good  now.     They  look  thrifty  at  the  present  time.     I  don't 
know  whether  the  land  is  suitable  for  walnut  culture.    It  must  be 
three  or  four  years  since  they  were  planted.     I  don't  know  when 
they  will  come  into  bearing.    I  should  think,  making  a  guess  at  it, 
that  a  walnut  tree  ought  to  bear  in  5  or  6  years.    Probably  you  will 
get  a  fair  crop  off  of  them  in  7  years.    I  don't  know  that  definitely. 
I  don't  know  what  walnut  orchards  in  full  bearing  sell  for  per 
acre.    I  have  never  heard  of  a  sale  of  a  walnut  orchard.    I  placed 
the  valuation  of  $350  on  that  land  without  considering  the  orchard 
any  farther  than  the  cost  of  the  work  that  was  put  in  on  the  orchard. 
Any  increased  value  that  land  might  have  from  the  fact  that  an 

2255  orchard  was  on  it  would  have  to  come  later  on  than  in  1913.     I 
added  the  cost  of  labor  that  was  used  in  putting  in  that  orchard. 
I  estimated  that  cost  and  added  it  to  the  price  of  the  land.    I  took 
$200  as  a  base  and  added  $150  as  the  cost  of  planting  and  main- 
taining the  trees  up  to  December,  1913. 

Parcel  228,  on  Map  12,  has  probably  45  or  50  acres  on  the  ridges 
that  could  be  tilled.  That  is  about  all  the  farming  land  in  that  tract. 
There  is  some  land  down  along  the  creek  that  is  tillable.  I  made 
allowance  for  that  in  my  valuation.  I  assume  10  or  15  acres  to  be 
tillable  along  the  creek.  My  notes  on  the  tract  say  part  of  plat 
54  Rancho  Ex  Mission  de  San  Jose :  This  land  is  high  hill  land  with- 
out frontage  on  the  county  road,  but  with  considerable  frontage  on 
Alameda  Creek,  the  banks  of  which  are  very  high  and  steep  and 
densely  wooded.  Top  of  hills  could  be  tilled,  but  very  inaccessible. 
That  description  does  not  seem  to  mention  any  tillable  land  on  the 

2256  creek.    I  don't  remember  that  I  said  in  my  testimony  that  there  was 
any  tillable  land  along  the  creek.     I  don't  think  that  there  are 
30  acres  of  tillable  land  on  the  creek.     I  would  say  the  maximum 
would  be  15  or  20.    I  did  not  segregate  or  grade  that  land  for  the 
purpose  of  putting  a  valuation  on  it.    I  just  looked  at  the  tract  of 
land  as  it  stood  there  with  the  conditions  surrounding  it.     The  till- 
able land  along  the  creek  is  probably  worth  $50  an  acre.     I  put 
other  lands   along  the  creek  that  were  tillable   at   a  very  much 
higher  figure  than  that,  but  they  were  far  more  accessible  than  that 
land  is.    I  considered  the  inaccessibility  of  that  land  when  I  put  a 
valuation  on  it.    It  is  removed  from  the  road  and  across  the  creek. 
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There  would  be  difficulty  in  getting  access  to  it  in  any  case,  taking 
it  in  connection  with  the  portion  west  of  it.  Taking  it  in  connection 
with  the  portion  east  of  it,  there  is  a  deep  ravine  through  which  a 
fence  line  runs.  The  dividing  line  between  the  two  ranches  runs 
down  into  the  bottom  of  a  very  deep  ravine  which  is  densely  wooded,  2257 
and  it  goes  into  the  creek,  and  there  is  no  possibility  of  getting  from 
A-268  to  228  in  that  direction  at  all.  There  are  120  acres  of  pasture 
land  on  228,  including  all  the  brush.  There  is  a  lot  of  brush  in  there 
that  is  very  deep  and  dense.  Including  that  and  the  other  open 
pasture  that  stock  can  get  on,  there  is  probably  120  acres  of  pasture. 
They  get  the  crops  from  that  land  by  working  it  down  on  the  slope 
towards  the  creek,  then  there  is  a  road  going  down  there  into  the 
bed  of  Alameda  Creek  which  follows  the  bed  of  the  creek  along  and 
crosses  through  the  water  and  gets  up  to  the  road  going  down  to 
Niles  from  Sunol.  Those  lands  have  been  farmed  for  some  years  I 
think.  I  do  not  know  whether  they  were  farmed  by  the  grantor  of 
the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co. 

I  did  not  grade  B-268.  From  memory  I  will  try  to  grade  it, 
but  I  do  not  think  it  is  a  very  definite  conclusion  as  to  the  value  of 
land  whether  you  grade  it  here,  or  whether  you  grade  it  on  the 
ground  looking  at  it.  It  is  a  very  hard  thing  to  grade  a  tract  of 
land  like  that  at  this  distance  and  be  sure  you  are  going  to  come  out 
from  memory  at  the  correct  figure  you  have  placed  on  it.  There  is  2258 
a  ravine  running  through  the  northern  portion  of  the  tract  that 
comes  down  through  the  Romaguiere  place.  On  the  side  of  that 
ravine  there  is  considerable  rough  land  that  is  only  good  for  pasture. 
Down  on  the  flat  toward  244,  and  fronting  on  the  Mission  road, 
there  is  some  good  land.  There  is  probably  40  or  50  acres  of  not 
exactly  flat  land.  It  lies  with  quite  a  pitch,  but  it  is  tolerably  flat. 
There  is  no  comparison  with  it  and  the  Hadsell  hill  land.  It  is  far 
better  land  than  the  hill  farming  land  on  the  Hadsell  place.  The 
character  of  soil  in  the  farming  land  on  B-268  is  inclined  to  be  some- 
what in  the  nature  of  adobe  soil  in  places.  It  is  a  dark  loam  adobe. 
In  the  hills  it  gets  lighter  up  above.  40  or  50  acres  of  it  are  com- 
paratively level.  The  rest  is  sloping  rolling  up  towards  the  house 
and  towards  the  Mission  Pass  road.  The  40  or  50  acres  is  worth 
about  $100  an  acre.  There  are  probably  75  acres  more  of  land  that 
can  be  farmed  on  that  tract  beside  the  50  acres  on  the  flat.  That 
would  make  125  acres  in  the  aggregate.  The  remainder  of  B-268  is  2259 
rough  pasture  with  considerable  trees  along  the  creek.  The  75  acres 
that  can  be  farmed  are  worth  probably  $75  an  acre.  The  125  acres 
remaining  is  rough  pasture  land.  The  pasture  land  in  that  locality 
is  worth  from  $15  to  $20  an  acre.  I  don't  think  there  is  200  acres 
of  tillable  land  in  that  tract.  My  impression  is  that  no  portion 
of  the  tract  is  worth  more  than  $100  an  acre. 

244  is  on  the  west  bank  of  Alameda  Creek,  with  a  frontage  on 
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2260  Mission  Pass  road.    It  has  about  forty  acres  of  good  level  flat  land 
next  to  the  road,  and  about  the  same  acreage  of  low  rolling  hills, 
and  the  balance  on  the  rear  of  the  ranch  rough  hill  pasture.    There 
are  45  or  50 — say  50 — 40  acres  of  good  level  land,  and  50  acres  of 
rolling  hill,  and  the  balance  is  on  the  creek  bank  and  on  the  north 
of  the  tract  toward  the  ravine  that  comes  in  there.    I  put  $75  an 
acre  on  the  entire  tract.    The  area  is  110  acres.    In  all  there  must 
be  20  acres  of  rough  land  on  the  110  acres.    The  rough  hill  land  is 
on  the  north  and  northeast  corner,  sloping  into  the  creek.     The  40 
acres  of  flat  land  might  be  worth  $120.    The  50  acres  of  rolling  hill 
land  are  worth  about  $75.    The  remaining  20  acres  are  worth  from 
$15  to  $20.    The  good  land  is  next  to  the  road.    This  will  be  the  $75 

2261  land  in  here;  the  other  slopes  into  this  ravine. 

The  land  immediately  adjoining  B-268,  with  the  exception  of 
about  25%  of  244,  laying  in  the  easterly  portion  of  244,  which  ad- 
joins B-268,  I  said  was  worth  $75.  The  land  in  B-268  immediately 
adjoining  244  is  worth  $100.  I  got  my  $100  value  on  B-268  along 
the  road  up  here.  I  didn't  go  back  that  far  for  my  $100  land. 
The  frontage  on  the  road  here  would  be  the  land  that  was  $100.  It 
is  substantially  flat  land.  The  balance  of  this  tract  will  be  $75,  and 
the  same  price  will  prervail  as  to  244  to  the  east  of  it.  The  Alameda 
Creek  divides  244  from  the  Hadsell  tract.  I  valued  that  portion  of 
the  Hadsell  tract  between  Alameda  Creek  and  244  at  $50  an  acre 
for  gravel.  The  Hadsell  tract  lying  between  the  creek  and  244  is 
entirely  different.  The  creek  bank  comes  right  up  there  to  244,  and 

2262  it  is  gravel  all  the  way  up  to  it.    I  am  putting  a  little  higher  value 
on  244  next  to  the  road  and  next  to  the  creek  than  I  am  on  B-268. 
I  value  244  at  $75  an  acre.    I  valued  B-268  at  $75  an  acre,  but  I  con- 
sider this  piece  on  244  next  to  the  road  is  worth  more  money,  but 
spreading  it  over  the  whole  tract,  and  considering  the  two  tracts, 
my  valuation  on  the  two  tracts  is  at  $75  an  acre  all  round.    The  soil 
on  B-268,  the  $75  land,  is  a  black  loam  inclined  to  adobe.    The  $100 
land  on  B-268  is  somewhat  similar  soil.     The  $120  land  on  244  is 
more  loamy,  and  not  inclined  to  so  much  adobe  down  next  to  the 
flat.    The  pasture  land  on  B-268  and  244  is  not  as  good  as  the  pasture 
land  on  the  Hadsell  tract.    It  is  in  the  north  slope,  and  there  is  more 
brush  on  it  than  is  on  the  pasture  land  in  the  Hadsell  place ;  more 
waste  pasture  on  account  of  the  brush.     All  the  pasture  land  on 
B-268  and  244  is  on  the  northerly  and  easterly  slope.    Hadsell  pas- 
ture land  slopes  to  the  south  and  to  the  west  mostly,  except  an  area 
that  lies  in  the  ravines  down  from  the  Vallecitos  school  house.    There 

2263  are  some  types  of  land  on  the  San  Antonio  that  are  similar  to  244 
and  B-268,  but  they  are  limited  in  area.    There  are  some  tracts  on 
the  Nusbaumer  place  in  San  Antonio,  and  some  tracts  of  land  that 
Saramento  farms,  that  are  similar  to  the  soils  in  those  two  places, 
244  and  B-268.    Those  are  the  two  places  that  mostly  resemble  those 
numbers. 
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The  best  land  on  A-268  is  up  where  the  vineyard  is  on  top  of 
the  hill.  The  value  of  that  is  $60  to  $75.  It  has  a  light  soil  inclined 
to  reddish  in  color,  and  probably  40  to  50  acres  of  that  type  of  soil 
in  the  tract.  Most  of  it  is  found  around  where  the  vineyard  is  well 
up  on  the  hill.  The  soil  is  light  in  texture  and  in  color.  I  think 
there  is  a  fair  depth  of  soil  where  those  vines  are.  There  has  been 
an  effort  to  establish  another  vineyard  down  there  next  to  the  house  2264 
that  has  a  soil  of  a  similar  type.  There  may  be  some  area  down  in 
the  southeast  corner  of  it  above  the  house,  where  the  soil  would  be 
similar  to  the  soil  on  top  of  the  hill  where  the  vineyard  is ;  10  or  15 
acres,  maybe  20  acres  of  it.  The  vineyard  is  planted  in  what  I 
consider  the  best  soil  on  the  tract.  I  walked  all  through  the  vine- 
yard at  the  time  they  were  plowing  it,  and  I  was  back  there  again 
at  the  time  they  were  harrowing  it.  I  was  there  when  they  cut  the 
hay  off  the  slope  next  to  the  house.  I  went  over  it  all  and  saw  the 
hay  crop  that  grew  on  it.  It  would  be  guess  work  to  say  how  much 
of  the  entire  tract  has  been  farmed,  because  they  are  farming  it  in 
different  parcels.  There  is  a  portion  on  the  slope  next  to  Sunol, 
where  there  is  a  patch  up  on  the  sidehill  from  the  water  temple, 
7  or  8  acres  across  the  ravine ;  there  are  portions  down  in  the  south- 
west corner.  I  cannot  definitely  state  how  many  acres  of  that  have 
been  farmed.  For  the  purpose  of  putting  my  valuation  on  it,  I  do  2265 
not  think  I  went  into  an  estimate  definitely  as  to  the  number  of 
acres  that  could  be  farmed.  I  thought  if  I  could  sell  that  tract  for 
$14,000  or  a  little  over,  it  would  be  a  good  sale.  I  did  determine  how 
many  acres  on  all  these  ranches  could  be  farmed  in  my  own  mind, 
and  reasoned  on  that  that  way,  and  the  result  of  that  reasoning 
are  these  figures  and  reports.  Probably  150  or  160  acres  of  the 
Romaguiere  property  could  be  farmed  out  of  a  total  of  256.19  acres. 
I  would  say  that  not  more  than  3-5  of  that  land  could  be  farmed. 
The  value  of  the  portion  that  cannot  be  farmed  is  not  worth  over 
$10  or  $12  an  acre  on  account  of  the  density  of  the  brush  on  some 
portions  of  it.  When  you  get  out  of  the  farming  land  the  pasture 
land  is  not  good  on  account  of  the  brush.  The  140  or  150  acres  that 
can  be  farmed  has  a  value  per  acre  of  $55.  I  cannot  give  you  the 
answer  correctly  from  memory. 

I  will  let  my  last  answer  stand.  I  am  satisfied  that  the  100  acres  2266 
is  not  worth  more  than  $10  an  acre.  My  opinion  would  not  be 
-changed  if  I  knew  that  at  least  200  acres  of  that  land  had  been 
tilled.  I  would  still  say  that  the  ranch  was  valued  at  its  full  value 
when  I  placed  $55  an  acre  on  150  acres,  and  $10  an  acre  on  100  acres. 
I  would  still  say  that  $55  an  acre  is  the  value  of  the  land  all  through.  2267 

The  northerly  portion  of  the  Nusbaumer  tract  in  the  San  An- 
tonio is  similar  to  the  tract  in  244. 

N-239,  which  is  the  San  Antonio  Nusbaumer  piece,  has  soil  of 
which  some  areas  are  similar,  not  all  of  it.    The  portion  lying  north 
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of  this  pencil  mark  is  the  northerly  portion  of  the  plat.  As  near  as 
I  can  figure  from  this  map,  that  is  the  ridge  dividing  the  watershed 
of  the  San  Antonio  and  Laguna  Creeks.  I  would  say  that  it  is 
somewhat  higher  land  than  244.  I  don't  know  what  proportion  it 
is  of  the  Nusbaumer  tract,  as  I  didn't  measure  it.  There  are  areas 
of  soil  similar  to  the  soil  on  244  on  the  north  portion  of  the  Nus- 
baumer tract.  What  areas  there  are  I  don't  know,  and  don't  pro- 

2268  pose  to  guess  at  it  now.     The  soil  south  of  the  line  which  I  drew 
on  the  map  is  a  very  light  gravelly  soil  with  a  solid  depth  to  bed- 
rock, consisting  of  some  lava  rock  in  this  portion,  between  there  and 
the  creek;  better  soil  on  the  southwest  corner  of  the  tract  toward 
the  Hadsell  place  and  San  Antonio  Creek.    Nearly  all  of  N-239  is  till- 
able.   Some  areas  next  to  San  Antonio  Creek  are  not  tillable.    Two- 
fifths  of  N-239  lying  north  of  the  line  which  I  made  on  the  map  is 
not  as  good  as  the  best  soil  of  244.    It  is  clay  loam,  and  has  to  be 
valued  with  the  balance  of  the  tract.     The  tract  consists  of  764 
acres.    It  has  to  be  valued  in  connection  with  the  remainder  of  the 
tract  because  I  appraised  that  tract  as  a  whole,  including  the  land 
fronting  on  the  San  Antonio  Creek  where  the  soil  is  very  light,  and 
rocks  are  close  to  the  surface,  at  $50  an  acre.    I  considered  I  was  put- 
ting  more  on  the  southerly  portion  than  it  was  really  worth,  but  I 
got  some  good  land  in  the  northerly  portion,  and  I  considered  that 
$50  was  a  fair  price  on  all  the  tract.    The  value  of  the  best  in  N-239 

2269  is  $60  an  acre.     I  was  referring  to  the  $75  an  acre  land  in  244  in 
comparison  with  the  land  on  the  north  of  N-239.    The  value  of  the 
best  land  in  N-239  is  not  worth  over  $60  an  acre.    It  is  not  as  good 
as  this  land  here  in  244.    It  is  further  from  town.    You  can  find  por- 
tions in  a  large  tract  of  that  kind  that  is  equal  to  that,  but  you 
cannot  segregate  those  portions.     As  a  general  thing  I  said  there 
could  be  found  soil  in  N-239  similar  to  the  soil  of  244,  that  there  was 
some  similarity  between  the  soils  of  the  two  places.    The  portion  of 
N-239  lying  north  of  the  line  which  I  drew  upon  the  map  is  not  as 
good  as  244.    It  is  only  one-half  as  good  as  the  best  land  in  244.    It 
is  not  the  land  alone,  it  is  the  location.    The  land  on  244  which  I  said 
was  worth  $120  an  acre  fronts  on  a  well-traveled  road.    The  land  on 
N-239  is  a  long  distance  from  any  road.     I  should  say  it  is  a  mile 
when  you  turn  off  Vallecitos  road  until  you  get  to  N-239.     It  is 

2270  through  a  «loping  ravine;  not  a  very  heavy  grade.     That  may  ac- 
count for  a  good  deal  of  difference  to  a  man  expecting  to  make  his 
home  on  one  place  or  the  other.    It  would  make  a  difference  of  $10 
an  acre  anyway.    Not  alone  the  fact  that  he  had  to  travel  a  mile 
or  two,  but  the  fact  that  he  had  to  maintain  the  road  out  to  the 
county  road.    He  would  have  to  keep  it  up  if  he  was  going  to  travel 
over  it.    If  he  is  going  to  live  there,  he  has  to  maintain  the  road. 

2271  N-239  is  a  fairly  good  piece  of  land  for  that  locality.    N-239  is  better 
land  than  the  hill  lands  in  the  Hadsell  place.    The  lands  in  N-239  are 
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rolling  hills  with  considerable  areas  of  tolerably  flat  land  in  the 
northern  portion.  The  lands  I  valued  in  B-268  at  $75  are  far  more  2272 
accessible  than  the  lands  in  N-239.  I  make  a  difference  of  $25  an 
acre  in  that  case  for  the  inaccessibility  of  N-239.  I  would  add  50% 
to  the  value  of  N-239  in  favor  of  B-268  on  account  of  that  difference 
in  distance,  the  accessibility  and  the  road  conditions.  I  consider 
N-239  is  about  the  same  kind  of  soil  and  about  the  same  kind  of 
crop,  but  B-268  is  more  accessible.  It  is  on  a  main  traveled  road.  A 
farmer  purchasing  N-239  would  have  to  maintain  a  private  road  to 
it.  The  description  in  my  notes  on  N-239  is  in  two  parcels.  The 
portions  lying  towards  San  Antonio  Creek,  and  the  portion  draining 
into  Laguna  Creek  at  Sunol.  The  description  of  the  northerly  por- 
tion of  it  is  this :  It  has  low  rolling  hills,  soil  reddish  clay  mixed  with 
gravel,  a  fair  fertility  and  all  tillable.  It  is  used  for  raising  grain 
and  hay  only,  and  usually  summer-fallowed  every  other  year.  Taken  2273 
as  a  whole,  this  plot  is  worth  $50  an  a«re.  The  other  portion  of  this 
plot,  the  southerly  portion  in  the  San  Antonio  watershed,  is  de- 
scribed as  follows :  Considerable  area  located  on  steep  bluffs  on  north 
bank  of  San  Antonio  Creek;  red  bluffs  are  terraced  with  layer  of 
gravel  deposit;  somewhat  inclined  to  lava  formation.  Soil  is  so 
shallow  in  some  places  as  to  be  almost  absent.  Taken  in  connection 
with  the  northern  portion  of  this  plot,  it  is  worth  $50. 

There  are  some  areas  of  soil  in  B-268  that  correspond  with 
similar  areas  in  the  northerly  portion  of  N-239.  Referring  to  P-239, 
or  Q-239,  on  Map  13,  approximately  there  are  100  acres  of  land  on 
both  tracts  in  the  southerly  portion  that  are  pasture  land.  P-239 
would  be  the  greater  area.  There  are  probably  10  or  15  acres  more 
farming  land  in  Q-239  than  in  P-239.  The  value  of  the  farming  land  2274 
in  P-239  is  about  $50  an  acre.  There  is  about  100  acres  of  pasture 
land  in  each  of  the  parcels.  P-239  is  460.63  acres.  Approximately 
100  acres  of  pasture  land.  Those  figures  are  approximate.  Q-268  has 
453  acres.  It  has  about  a  similar  acreage  of  pasture  land  as  there  is 
in  the  other.  Those  figures  are  approximate.  The  acreage  of  pas- 
ture land  and  farming  land  is  approximately  the  same  in  each  plot. 
P-239  is  a  straight  proposition  of  farming  land,  nearly  from  the 
valley  up  to  the  rolling  hills,  and  not  so  badly  cut  up  by  ravines 
or  creeks  as  Q-239  is.  I  would  consider  that  P-239  has  the  richer 
soil  also.  It  is  inclined  to  be  an  adobe  soil  in  there.  It  is  pretty  2275 
rich  adobe  soil,  while  on  Q-239  it  inclines  to  gravel  toward  Indian 
Creek  on  that  side.  It  is  the  steepness  of  the  hills  in  the  southerly 
portion  that  makes  the  dividing  line  between  the  farming  land  and 
the  pasture  land.  There  are  a  series  of  benches  along  there  where 
the  farming  land  is.  There  are  about  the  same  number  of  benches 
on  each  tract,  but  they  are  smaller  in  area  on  Q-239  on  account  of 
the  fact  that  Indian  Creek  cuts  it  up.  There  are  about  360  acres  of 
farming  land  on  P-239.  There  are  about  350  acres  on  Q-239.  The 
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farming  land  is  better  on  P-239  than  on  Q-239.  It  is  a  heavier  type 
of  soil;  more  adobe  in  it,  and  will  produce  a  heavier  crop  to  the 
acre  than  Q-239  will  produce.  Indian  Creek  divides  P-239  from 
Q-239  at  the  extreme  northerly  portion  of  the  tracts.  Further  up 
going  south  on  that  ridge  towards  Appersons,  there  is  no  dividing 
line  between  them.  They  form  a  part  of  a  hillside,  with  the  better 
part  of  the  land  to  the  west  of  the  tract.  It  is  better  on  account  of 
soil  conditions.  The  topographical  conditions  depreciate  the  value 
of  Q-239  also.  P-239  is  not  as  steep  in  the  southerly  portion  as  the 
slopes  into  the  Indian  Creek  are.  I  made  the  difference  of  $10  an 
acre  in  those  two  tracts  on  account  of  soil  conditions  and  topo- 
graphical conditions.  The  combination  of  the  two  causing  me  to  put 

2276  a  valuation  of  $10  less  on  Q-239.    I  believe  the  soil  is  more  productive 
on  P-239  than  that  on  Q-239.    I  base  that  statement  on  my  observa- 
tions in  traveling  over  both  tracts.    I  saw  them  under  summer-fallow 
conditions,  and  I  saw  them  under  crop  conditions.    I  am  sure  there 
was  a  better  crop  on  P.     I  could  not  say  definitely  whether  they 
were  farmed  by  the  same  farmer.     There  are  some  adobe  benches 
on  the  westerly  portion  of  Q-239.    I  could  not  say  definitely  how  ex- 
tensive they  are,  but  there  must  be  50  or  60  acres  similar  to  the 
adobe  soil  on  P-239.    It  is  just  as  good  as  any  soil  on  P-239. 

R-239  is  a  very  broken  up  tract  of  land.    There  are  a  number 
of  ravines  coming  from  the  north  and  entering  San  Antonio  Creek, 

2277  in  that  part  of  it  next  to  the  creek.    There  are  steep  bluffs  at  the 
creek  bank  with  red  soil  predominating  in  the  bluffs.    The  canyons 
in  between  are  almost  perpendicular  in  places  so  that  it  is  almost  im- 
possible to  walk  on  the  sides  of  the  canyon.    In  going  through  there 
in  two  places  I  had  to  follow  the  bottom  of  the  stream  channel. 
There  is  an  area  on  the  easterly  portion  of  it  north  from  the  school 
house  that  is  level  and  can  be  farmed.     There  is  an  area  on  the 
south  side  of  the  creek  on  the  south  side  of  the  road  that  is  level 
and  can  be  farmed.    The  islands  between  the  San  Antonio  Creek  and 
Indian  Creek  which  adjoin  that  plot  are  capable  of  cultivation  to 
a  certain  extent,  but  very  gravelly.     They  dry  out  early  and  prob- 
ably will  not  mature  a  crop  for  you.    In  certain  seasons  you  might 
get  through  with  a  crop  there.     Taking  it  one  season  with  another 
I  consider  it  far  more  valuable  for  pasturage  purposes.     I  did  not 
put  any  value  on  it  for  farming  purposes.     I  considered  the  tract 
was  worth  $30  an  acre,  and  did  not  segregate  it  at  all.    It  is  worth 
$30  an  acre  for  pasturage  and  for  what  farming  could  be  done  on  it. 
A  man  could  raise  some  hay  on  it  to  keep  his  stock.    Two-thirds  of 
the  entire  area  is  steep  ravines.    There  is  no  timber  at  all.  except  a 
few  scattered  oaks  in  those  ravines,  and  a  few  trees  that  grow  in  the 

2278  creek,  a  few  sycamore  trees.    The  flat  land  produces  some  grass.    It  is 
of  gravelly  formation.    The  creek  is  quite  a  width,  from  a  quarter 
to  a  half  a  mile  in  its  widest  place.    There  is  none  of  the  level  land 
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in  that  tract  that  is  not  in  the  creek,  except  the  portion  south  of  the 
road  here.  That  is  not  in  the  creek  bed.  I  will  not  say  that  the  creek 
bed  has  little  value  for  pasturage.  They  grow  a  very  good  grass  in 
there  along  the  creek  bottom.  There  may  be  gravel  there  that  is 
washed  with  the  floods  of  the  winter  on  which  nothing  grows, 
amounting  to  20  or  25  acres  of  gravel.  My  valuation  was  $30  an 
acre.  I  assumed  that  portions  of  it  could  be  tilled,  but  as  a  whole  the  2278V2 
tract  was  better  adapted  for  pasturage.  I  would  say  as  a  whole  that 
it  should  be  used  as  pasture,  and  with  the  farmer  who  uses  it  for 
pasture,  raising  some  crops  on  the  level  part  of  the  tract,  I  would  not 
recommend  him  to  confine  himself  to  pasture  and  not  raise  anything 
at  all  there. 

That  part  of  S-239  lying  north  of  San  Antonio  Creek  is  rolling  2279 
hills  which  can  be  farmed  in  limited  areas.  Soil  gravelly  clay  of  a 
dark  red  color.  The  land  would  require  summer-fallowing  to  make 
it  productive.  On  the  part  south  of  the  creek,  with  the  exception  of 
a  small  area  is  gravelly  bottom.  Mostly  bench  land,  with  some  oaks 
on  it.  That  could  be  tilled.  There  are  some  good  oaks  on  the  flat  after 
crossing  Indian  Creek  and  going  up  in  there.  They  are  making  an 
ordinarily  thrifty  growth.  One-third  of  S-239  can  be  farmed.  Less 
than  one-third  of  the  entire  area  of  T-239  can  be  farmed.  You  can 
farm  most  of  those  places,  but  it  would  not  be  wise  for  a  man  to  try 
to  farm  in  those  broken  up  ravines,  and  have  to  make  bridges  and 
roads  to  get  on  to  it.  It  would  not  necessarily  be  the  difficulty  in 
getting  out  his  crops,  but  taken  as  a  whole,  that  land  is  not  adapted 
to  farming.  It  is  better  adapted  to  pasturage  when  you  get  that 
far  up.  The  ravines  on  T-239  are  not  heavily  wooded.  The  whole 
of  the  tract  may  be  said  to  be  open  ground,  with  the  exception  of 
a  small  portion.  There  is  no  portion  that  does  not  produce  vegeta- 
tion. The  value  of  the  one-third  that  can  be  farmed  is  about  $30 
an  acre.  I  know  the  Silva  tract  just  east  of  a  part  of  T-239.  The  2280 
one-third  of  T-239  which  can  be  farmed  is  mostly  on  the  side  along 
the  Silva  tract,  north  of  the  creek,  and  is  the  best  land  adapted  for 
farming  on  that  tract.  The  portion  of  that  tract  in  the  creek  bottom 
is  adapted  to  farming  also.  The  value  of  the  two-thirds  of  T-239 
which  cannot  be  farmed  is  between  $15  and  $20  an  acre,  in  connec- 
tion with  the  farming  land  that  can  be  farmed.  Those  farming 
propositions  in  there,  and  those  grazing  propositions  in  the  San  An- 
tonio are  all  taken  in  connection  with  the  possibility  that  the  farmer 
may  farm  a  portion  of  the  land,  and  pasture  the  rest  of  it.  If  it 
were  not  taken  in  connection  with  the  better  portion  of  T-239,  the 
pasture  land  would  not  be  worth  $15  or  $20  an  acre.  In  that  event 
it  would  be  worth  from  $10  to  $12.  It  is  a  fairly  good  grazing  land. 
There  is  better  grazing  land,  and  there  is  poorer  grazing  land  than 
that  is.  It  is  medium  class  grazing  land.  I  divide  grazing  lands  into  2281 
hill  grazing  lands,  one  is  grazing  land  in  connection  with  farming 
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propositions,  and  I  consider  that  that  is  more  valuable  than  a  range 
grazing  land,  and  that  a  range  grazing  land  was  in  a  class  by  itself 
also.  If  that  tract  had  no  farming  on  it  the  pasture  land  area  would 
be  worth  only  $10  an  acre.  It  would  not  produce  feed  sufficient  to 
be  worth  more  than  that,  but  because  it  happens  to  be  next  to  a  piece 
of  farming  land,  it  is  worth  more  money.  I  won't  say  it  is  worth 
from  50%  to  75%  more,  but  it  is  worth  more  when  taken  in  con- 
nection with  farming  land  that  could  be  used  for  that  purpose  in 
that  neighborhood.  The  land  that  is  worth  $10  an  acre  would  take 
from  15  to  20  acres  of  those  hill  ranges  to  support  one  head  of  cattle 
per  year.  On  this  particular  land  it  would  take  from  10  to  12  acres 
to  carry  a  steer  for  a  year.  On  some  other  land  it  would  take  from 
2282  15  to  20  acres.  The  other  lands  would  be  lands  further  south  in  the 
San  Antonio,  such  as  Section  21,  portions  of  22.  and  the  hill  lands 
surrounding  that  country.  From  my  experience,  I  state  that  it  will 
take  15  to  20  acres  to  maintain  a  steer  per  annum.  I  am  referring 
to  the  hill  range  lands  of  the  San  Antonio.  This  particular  land 
that  is  not  suitable  for  farming  would  support  one  steer  on  10  acres. 
If  the  land  would  support  cattle  at  the  rate  of  6  or  7  acres,  it  would 
be  worth  from  $15  to  $20  an  acre.  That  is  assuming  that  these 
cattle  are  going  to  be  on  this  range  from  January  1st  to  January  1st 
every  year,  and  find  their  living  and  get  nothing  hauled  into  them 
during  the  whole  period.  That  is  a  test  if  you  are  going  to  put  the 
test  as  to  how  many  acres  to  a  head  you  are  going  to  apply.  You 
must  apply  that  test  to  any  land,  and  say  I  will  put  50  or  100  head, 
or  500  head  for  three  or  four  months,  and  then  take  them  out,  and 
then  leave  the  range  for  two  or  three  months  with  about  half  of  the 
stock  on  it  from  the  year  before,  and  then  say  that  the  maximum 
number  of  head  on  that  range  is  the  amount  it  will  support.  That 
is  not  the  test.  I  claim  to  be  a  practical  stock  man.  I  claim  that  the 

2283  test  is  the  number  of  cattle  which  a  range  will  maintain  from  Jan- 
uary 1st  to  January  1st.     The  common  practice  is  to  buy  stock  in 
October,  and  begin  to  market  them  from  the  range  about  the  first 
of  the  following  June,  and  have  them  all  marketed  by  the  first  of 
August,  but  a  man  cannot  say  after  pursuing  that  practice  that  his 
range  will  carry  the  maximum  number  of  stock  that  was  on  it  during 
the  good  feed  months  of  March,  April,  May  and  June.    That  is  the 
common  practice.    If  possible  it  is  common  practice  to  market  them 
all  by  the  first  of  August,  but  it  is  hardly  ever  possible  that  a  man 
in  the  stock  business  will  have  all  of  his  cattle  in  condition  by  that 

2284  time.    If  it  is  possible  to  get  them  off  more  profit  can  be  derived  in 
9  months.    I  do  not  know  how  much  more  a  steer  would  be  worth 
if  he  was  two  years  old  in  October,  how  much  more  he  would  be 
worth  in  the  following  June.     Conditions  would  have  to  be  known 
in  order  to  hazard  a  guess.    It  is  not  necessary  to  know  that  in  order 
to  know  what  this  range  land  is  worth.    An  experience  of  a  number 
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of  years  will  be  able  to  cover  what  that  range  land  is  worth.  Your 
experience  tells  you  what  profit  you  will  make  in  a  certain  bunch 
of  steers  or  cows  you  purchase,  and  when  you  turn  them  on  the 
range,  or  off  the  range,  it  all  figures  up  in  the  results.  If  I  bought 
cattle  the  first  of  October  to  put  on  my  range,  I  would  buy  two- 
year  olds.  I  would  pay  $40  to  $50  apiece,  dependent  on  the  condi- 
tion they  were  in,  and  how  I  got  them  picked  out  from  the  man  I 
bought  them  from.  I  would  not  pay  so  much  a  pound  for  them;  I  2285 
would  buy  them  by  the  head.  In  buying  stock  cattle  it  is  only  re- 
cently that  any  purchase  has  been  made  other  than  by  the  head.  If 
I  wanted  to  go  amongst  the  farmers  of  Livermore  Valley,  I  might 
pick  up  a  few  head  from  each  farmer,  and  get  them  by  the  head.  I 
would  possibly  go  down  into  Mexico.  I  would  possibly  go  down 
into  Arizona,  or  I  would  find  some  on  the  ranges  along  the  San 
Joaquin  that  might  be  overstocked.  I  would  go  out  and  look  for 
cattle  where  they  were  for  sale,  and  buy  them  under  the  best  con- 
ditions. I  would  not  buy  them  by  the  pound.  If  I  could  get  a  low 
enough  price  by  the  pound,  I  would  do  it,  but  I  would  prefer  to 
buy  cattle  by  the  head.  Good  cattle,  two  years  old,  ought  to  weigh 
from  450  to  475  Ibs.  I  would  rather  get  them  at  500  Ibs.  if  I  paid 
$40  or  $50  for  them.  I  would  pay  $40  or  $50  for  one  that  weighed 
500  Ibs.  I  would  turn  them  out  after  buying  them  on  the  range.  I  6 

would  keep  them  there  until  I  could  get  them  into  condition  to  sell, 
then  I  would  dispose  of  them  and  get  some  fresh  stock  on  the  range. 
In  a  good  year,  a  man  putting  a  two-year-old  steer  on  the  range  in 
the  month  of  November  or  December  should  have  him  in  condition 
to  sell  by  June  or  July.  If  he  weighed  500  when  you  get  him,  he 
would  weigh  600  to  750  Ibs.  by  June  or  July.  750  Ibs.  would  be 
an  average.  I  would  sell  him  for  from  $55  to  $65,  according  to  the 
condition  he  was  in,  and  the  kind  of  a  steer  he  was.  I  would  pay 
$40  or  $50  for  him,  and  keep  him  for  a  year,  and  would  sell  him  for 
$55,  but  you  could  not  sell  them  all  in  a  year,  you  would  always  have 
some  on  hand,  and  besides  that,  in  running  a  range  of  cattle,  you  don 't 
go  out  and  buy  a  clean  cut  bunch  of  steers  and  put  them  on  the  range 
and  have  them  turned  off  altogether.  Those  are  ideal  conditions. 
Your  range  always  has  a  residue  of  stock  on  it ;  some  cows  and  some 
calves.  Eange  owners  usually  buy  by  the  head.  That  is  a  general 
rule.  Range  owners  that  I  know  that  buy  that  way  are  the  Tesla 
Cattle  Co.,  and  the  Ryans.  I  don't  know  whether  R.  F.  Morrow  buys 
that  way.  I  don't  know  whether  the  Dunne  ranch  buys  cattle  that 
way.  I  don't  know  whether  the  St.  Louis  ranch  buys  cattle  that 
way.  In  marketing  steers  that  weigh  700  to  750  Ibs.,  the  price  per 
pound  would  vary  under  different  conditions.  The  price  of  cattle 
within  the  past  5  and  6  years  has  varied  all  the  way  from  iy2,  8^ 
and  9  cents  per  pound.  9  cents  is  a  high  price  to  get.  7*/2  cents  is  2288 
a  good  price  to  get.  I  would  say  6%  to  7  cents  would  be  the  normal 
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price  of  cattle.  "When  I  sold  a  steer  that  weighed  700  or  750  Ibs.,  I 
would  sell  him  for  just  what  I  could  get  for  him.  I  would  sell  him 
for  6y2  or  7  cents,  after  having  paid  $45  or  $50  for  him  the  year 
before.  That  would  show  a  fair  profit  on  the  steer  for  the  year. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  have  not  figured  the  profit  on  the  cattle  in  determining  my 
values.  Mr.  McCutchen  is  putting  up  to  me  an  ideal  condition  where 
a  man  was  going  to  buy  an  ideal  steer. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 

I  figured  the  value  of  the  land  under  normal  conditions,  what 

2289  they  would  carry  per  year.    I  took  into  consideration  the  profit  the 
owner  of  the  range  would  derive  from  his  stock  he  ran  on  the  range. 
I  went  over  the  very  operation  that  I  am  going  through  now.     I 
went  over  it  carefully,  but  not  in  a  condition  like  here  where  I  am 
called  upon  to  do  mental  arithmetic  and  other  mental  gymnastics  of 
that  kind.    I  can't  do  it.    For  purposes  of  getting  at  the  value  of 

2290  these  lands,  I  tried  to  determine  the  number  of  cattle  which  they 
would  support,  and  the  profit  which  the  owner  of  the  cattle  would 
derive  from  them  after  having  grazed  them  upon  the  land.     I  did 
this  to  a  certain  extent,  but  that  was  not  the  entire  basis  upon  which 
I  calculated  the  value  of  these  lands.    I  was  guided  in  making  sales 
of  similar  lands  in  localities  surrounding  these  lands.    That  was  one 
of  the  great  guides  to  me  in  arriving  at  an  appraisal  of  these  lands ; 
what  the  surrounding  lands  sold  for  in  the  open  market,  and  my 
knowledge  of  the  stock  business,  and  what  those  ranges  would  carry 
in  the  line  of  stock,  and  a  reasonable  profit  a  man  was  supposed  to 
get  off  them,  or  should  get  off  them.     Those  matters  taken  all  to- 
gether were  the  basis  of  my  appraisal  of  these  lands.     I  cannot  say 
what  would  be  the  value  of  a  two-year-old  steer  bought  by  the 
owner  of  these  grazing  lands  to  turn  out  there  to  graze.    I  can  tell 
you  what  the  operation  was  in  determining  the  value  of  this  prop- 
erty.   A  certain  range  would  carry  a  certain  number  of  cattle  for  a 
year,  and  the  man  owning  those  cattle  would  be  entitled  to  get  some- 
thing for  his  time  and  labor.     He  would  be  able  to  sell  a  certain 
number  of  those  cattle  at  a  certain  price,  and  from  the  proceeds  of 
those  sales  have  enough  to  pay  his  interest  upon  his  investment  in 
the  land  and  for  his  own  time.    I  did  not  figure  on  the  basis  of  what 
a  certain  steer  would  cost  me,  or  what  a  number  of  steers  would  cost. 

2291  Here  is  a  man  running  a  number  of  head  of  cattle  for  the  year.    That 
man  ought  to  sell  a  certain  number  each  year  at  a  certain  price.  Out 
of  the  price  he  got  for  them  would  be  taken  his  wages  for  himself; 
his  expenses  for  the  year;  the  interest  on  his  investment,  and  the 
interest  on  the  land,  and  then  if  he  had  a  good  successful  year,  taking 
a  number  of  years  one  with  the  other,  the  result  of  that  would  justify 
me  in  saying  that  a  range  that  can  produce  that  much  money,  and 
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pay  that  interest,  is  worth  a  certain  sum.  I  figure  that  a  man  buying 
cattle  for  range  purposes ;  putting  them  on  a  range  and  feeding  them, 
ought  to  get  them  for  $40  to  $50  a  head,  and  he  ought  to  sell  those 
cattle  for  from  $50  to  $60  a  head,  but  he  would  not  sell  all  that  he 
bought.  He  would  always  have  some  drag  behind,  and  besides  those 
he  would  have  other  cattle  coming  along  besides  the  ones  he  pur- 
chased. He  would  get  to  a  point  after  awhile  where  he  would  sell  a 
certain  number  every  year.  I  would  say  that  the  cattle  should  gain, 
a  two-year  old,  and  a  three-year  old  cattle  ought  to  gain  100  to  120 
Ibs.  a  year.  Not  more  than  that.  They  would  weigh  at  the  begin- 
ning of  the  year  550  to  600  Ibs.  A  two-year  old  might  gain  150  Ibs. 
in  a  year.  I  don't  think  he  would  gain  more  than  that.  Whether  I 
would  buy  cattle  that  would  only  gain  120  or  150  Ibs.  between  two  2292 
and  three  years  old  would  depend  upon  the  year.  I  would  have  to 
buy  them  and  take  my  chances  with  the  year  and  the  season  as  it 
came  along.  In  one  season  the  cattle  might  gain  a  whole  lot  more, 
and  in  another  season  not  so  much.  In  another  year  you  would  be 
very  lucky  if  you  could  dispose  of  the  cattle  at  all.  You  might  have 
to  carry  them  over  on  account  of  lack  of  rain  or  something. 


THIRTY-THIRD  HEARING.          SEPTEMBER  15,  1915. 
Witness:    M.  G.  CALLAGHAN,  for  Defendant. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN.  2293 

I  never  engaged  in  the  cattle  business,  or  grazed  cattle  of  my  own 
or  anyones  else  on  lands  similar  to  the  grazing  lands  involved  in  this 
valuation.  There  are  two  classes  of  grazing  lands :  One  in  connection 
with  a  farm,  and  the  other  in  connection  with  a  range.  The  value  of  2294 
grazing  land  in  any  location  is  determined  by  the  quality.  Such  land 
in  connection  with  farming  lands  are  usually  better  grazing  than  those 
found  in  connection  with  range  pasture.  The  proximity  of  the  farm- 
ing lands  to  the  grazing  lands  is  an  indication  that  it  would  be  better 
grazing  land,  being  further  removed  from  the  high  hills.  The  fact 
that  grazing  land  is  used  in  connection  with  a  farm  is  a  determinative 
factor  that  usually  the  grazing  land  so  found  is  better  grazing  land 
than  that  in  connection  with  a  range.  I  give  the  grazing  lands  in  the 
San  Antonio  Valley,  and  in  the  Calaveras  and  Arroyo  Valle  an  added 
advantage  in  every  case  where  they  are  found  in  connection  with  pros-  2295 
pective  farming  lands.  I  had  no  set  rule  in  making  an  addition  to  the 
grazing  lands  under  those  circumstances;  I  used  my  judgment  in  the 
matter.  I  always  considered  that  a  tract  of  land  for  farming  pur- 
poses, having  adjoining  it  a  tract  for  pasturage,  that  the  pasturage 
should  be  given  an  added  value  on  account  of  its  proximity  to  the 
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farming  land.  If  grazing  lands  were  somewhat  removed  from  farming 
land  I  did  not  treat  them  as  liberally  as  if  they  had  been  nearer  to 
farming  lands.  There  is  this  difference  between  the  two — other  than 
the  time  required  for  the  cattle  to  get  from  the  grazing  lands  to  the 
farming  lands — that  a  man  having  a  farm  and  a  piece  of  pasture  land 

2296  adjacent  to  it,  can  turn  his  work  stock  into  that  pasture  and  keep 
them  under  his  eye,  whereas  if  he  had  to  take  the  stock  away  from  his 
farm  it  would  entail  a  long  journey  to  go  to  look  at  them,  and  the 
chances  are  that  his  losses  in  his  stock  would  be  greater. 

To  enable  me  to  fix  a  value  upon  the  different  grades  of  grazing 
land  in  the  two  classes,  I  used  my  knowledge  of  grazing  and  stock 
raising,  and  of  sales  of  similar  property.  I  used  my  experience  of 
land  values  throughout  the  locality,  and  also  of  the  prices  paid  for  land 
of  similar  character  in  that  and  other  localities.  Those  were  the  guid- 
ing factors  in  arriving  at  a  valuation  of  this  kind. 

I  was  in  the  sheep  business  for  fourteen  years,  and  have  been  in 
touch  with  the  stock  business  nearly  all  my  life.  By  that  I  mean  I 
know  men  who  are  engaged  in  the  business,  and  know  what  prices 
they  pay,  what  they  bought  and  sold  for,  and  the  profits  they  made. 

2297  Tlie  £act  that  you  kave  kad  clients  engaged  in  the  stock  business  for 
many  years,  which  has  given  you  information  of  a  like  nature  to  that 
which  I  have  just  recited,  would  not  justify  you  in  testifying  to  the 
value  of  these  range  lands,  because  your  experience  and  my  experi- 
ence have  been  entirely  different.    I  was  in  the  field  looking  at  the  re- 
sults, while  your  information  was  derived  in  your  office,  or  on  a  casual 
visit  to  some  ranch.     The  fact  that  I  have  grazed  sheep  on  some  of 
these  mountain  lands  would  enable  me  to  tell  how  many  acres  would 
be  required  to  maintain  a  steer  for  a  year.    I  would  add  to  this,  also, 
my  knowledge  of  the  cattle  business  and  of  these  ranges.    I  have  been 
over  all  of  the  cattle  ranges  in  the  hills  around  Alameda  and  Contra 
Costa  County.     I  saw  the  cattle  on  them,  and  knew  the  farmers  and 
stock  men,  and  also  the  number  of  cattle  that  they  usually  carried,  and 
what  they  considered  was  safe. 

About  8  or  9  years  ago  I  was  interested  in  knowing  how  many 
cattle  the  range  would  carry;  this  was  at  the  time  Mr.  Johnson  sold 
his  sheep  business. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  did  not  count  the  cattle  at  the  time  of  this  transaction,  but  my 
knowledge  of  the  number  came  from  Mr.  Johnson. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 

Those  cattle  did  not  feed  off  all  the  feed  on  that  range.  It  would 
be  bad  business  on  a  range  in  any  one  season  to  feed  off  all  the  feed 
on  it.  There  is  a  very  serious  objection  to  so  stocking  a  range  that 
all  of  the  feed  will  be  fed  off  by  August  or  September.  You  leave 
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nothing  at  all  to  protect  the  young  sprouts  of  grass  that  will  come  up 
in  the  spring  or  the  fall.  It  will  take  your  range  half  of  the  following 
season  to  get  in  condition  to  produce  any  grass.  The  most  dangerous 
thing  a  stock  man  can  do  with  his  range  is  to  feed  it  off  bare. 

I  do  not  remember  saying  that  the  best  feed  on  these  mountain 
ranges  was  found  on  the  ridges,  and  they  were  usually  bare  about  the 
middle  of  the  year.  My  recollection  is  that  I  said  the  benches  and  2300 
swales  generally  produced  the  best  and  most  feed.  The  ridges  gener- 
ally are  swept  bare  after  the  feed  dries  on  them.  In  the  wind  swept 
and  exposed  locality,  the  grass  is  swept  off,  and  those  localities  do  not 
grow  as  early  feed  as  where  the  old  grass  protects  the  young  sprouts. 

I  know,  on  Mr.  Johnson's  information,  the  number  of  cattle  he 
grazed  on  his  land.  That  sale  was  made  7  or  8  years  ago,  but  I  was 
not  interested  in  business  with  Mr.  Johnson.  He  had  350  head  of  2301 
cattle  in  there,  he  told  me,  but  as  to  the  length  of  time  they  were 
there,  he  did  not  tell  me.  My  own  observation  is  what  I  rely  upon  for 
that.  I  saw  the  cattle  there  more  than  20  times  in  passing  over  the  2302 
Patterson  Pass  road,  which  I  had  occasion  to  do,  as  I  had  stock  in- 
terests over  there.  I  knew  the  condition  of  the  feed  on  that  range,  as 
I  could  see  two-thirds  of  it  at  all  times.  I  have  as  distinct  a  recollec- 
tion of  the  condition  of  feed  as  it  appeared  on  my  20  trips  through 
that  place  as  a  man  can  have  about  those  things.  2303 

My  range  of  prices  for  the  grazing  land  connected  with  farms  is 
mostly  derived  from  my  own  judgment,  and  on  what  similar  lands 
sold  for  in  similar  localities  used  for  similar  purposes.  I  did  not  have 
any  definite  range  of  prices. 

Eeferring  to  Sections  19,  24  and  14;  I  know  of  sales  similar  to 
those  in  the  Livermore  country,  such  as  the  sale  from  the  McLoughlin  2304 
Co.,  to  Frank  Kelly,  in  1908,  of  Section  5,  which  sold  for  $6  an  acre, 
and  Section  33  for  $7  an  acre.  Those  two  sections  are  as  good  as  the 
best  grazing  land  in  Calaveras.  I  did  not  take  those  two  sales  as  a 
guide  altogether  in  determining  the  value  of  the  best  grazing  land 
around  Calaveras,  but  they  were  considered,  and  had  an  influence  on 
my  valuation.  Another  sale  was  from  Mary  I.  Crocker  to  James 
Gallagher,  in  1907,  when  he  purchased  two  sections  on  the  Arroyo 
Mocho,  paying  $6  an  acre  for  Section  19,  and  $7  an  acre  for  Section 
13.  These  sales  had  an  influence  in  guiding  me  as  to  the  value  of  those  2305 
lands.  I  consider  Section  13  is  about  as  good  land  as  Section  19  in 
Calaveras.  Section  19  was  valued  at  $10  or  $12,  which  I  considered  it 
to  be  worth.  Mr.  Gallagher  got  a  bargain  when  he  got  Section  13  for 
$7  an  acre.  I  thought  it  was  worth  more  than  he  paid  for  it.  None 
of  the  grazing  land  which  I  have  valued  in  this  case  will  support 
steers  at  the  rate  of  5  or  6  acres  to  the  head,  or  even  of  7  acres  to  the 
head,  or  8  or  9  acres.  I  think  I  could  run  10  acres  to  the  head  on  some  2306 
of  these  good  sections  in  Calaveras,  such  as  Section  24,  and  portions 
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of  Section  14.    The  best  that  could  be  done  on  the  best  of  the  Calaveras 
lands,  would  be  to  support  one  head  of  stock  on  10  acres.     The  next 

2307  grade  of  grazing  land  will  require  15  acres  to  one  head,  but  I  would 
not  hazard  an  attempt  at  a  grade  lower  than  that,  because  the  next 
class  will  run  to  deep  brush,  and  large  areas  of  it  will  not  produce  any- 
thing at  all  in  the  line  of  feed.     In  the  15  acre  class  I  include  such 
lands  as  Sections  30,  32,  4,  10,  28,  22,  20,  16,  8,  18  and  13.    A  range 

2308  that  will  support  cattle  at  the  rate  of  one  head  to  5  or  6  acres  will  prob- 
ably run  to  $30  an  acre.    I  don 't  know  of  any  such  range  in  my  knowl- 
edge of  California.     I  want  it  distinctly  understood  that  any  figures 
I  give  you  mentally  shall  have  no  criterion  as  to  values  I  place  upon 
this  land.    I  am  not  good  at  mental  arithmetic. 

It  is  about  an  average  to  say  that  10  acres  of  land,  such  as  I  have 
valued  at  $15  an  acre,  will  run  a  head  of  stock  for  a  year.    That  would 

2309  be  $150  worth  of  land  for  a  head  of  stock.    A  tract  of  land  that  will 
support  a  steer  in  good  condition  for  a  year  is  worth  only  $150. 

2310  If  I  said  that  land  that  will  grow  alfalfa,  and  that  will  support, 
when  planted  to  alfalfa,  including  irrigation,  cultivation  and  harvest- 
ing, one  cow  to  the  acre,  was  worth  at  least  $200  an  acre,  it  was  in 
connection  with  talking  of  land,  and  taking  into  consideration  the  lo- 
cality of  that  land  and  everything  else.    When  I  say  that  land  that 
will,  without  cultivation,  irrigation  or  harvesting,  support  a  steer  for 
a  year,  is  only  worth  $150,  the  locality  of  the  land  cuts  quite  a  figure, 
and  also  the  price  that  you  can  get  from  men  who  are  in  the  market 
to  buy  those  kinds  of  lands. 

2311  M-239 :   My  description  of  the  1455  acres  of  pasture  land  which 
drains  into  Alameda  Creek  is  contained  in  the  description  of  2,255.04 
acres  of  that  tract,  and  reads;  the  pasture  is  fairly  open,  but  rough 
in  places,  very  rough  in  the  south  and  brushy  in  ravine ;  value  $20  per 
acre.     (Witness  stated  that  the  valuation  of  $20  per  acre  is  an  error 
in  typewriting,  although  he  did  not  have  his  original  notes.)     That 

2312  does  not  take  in  the  total  acreage  of  the  De  Saissett  piece,  but  takes  in 
only  2,255.04  acres.    I  have  subdivided  that  tract  so  as  to  include  some 
of  it  in  the  San  Antonio  watershed.     There  are  659  acres  in  the  San 
Antonio  land  at  $15  per  acre,  and  they  are  somewhat  similar  to  the 
pasture  lands  in  the  Alameda  Creek  drainage  area. 

2313  Parcel  250,  Map  15 :   I  did  not  know  what  the  company  paid  for 
that  land  at  the  time  I  appraised  it  first.    There  is  not  any  good  farm- 
ing land  in  it,  but  there  are  some  areas  that  are  farmed  in  Section  3, 
and  on  the  east  side  of  the  Alameda  Creek  south  of  Welch  Creek.    That 
might  be  classed  as  bottom  land  in  Section  3,  and  there  are  somewhere 
between  30  and  40  acres  that  can  be  tilled.    It  is  not  very  good,  being 

2314  a  light  soil,  and  has  loose  boulders  in  it.    It  has  some  value  for  farm- 
ing purposes,  and  I  considered  it  worth  from  $35  to  $40  an  acre.    The 

2315  only  other  bottom  land  in  that  locality  that  I  had  to  consider  as  a 
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farming  proposition  was  that  portion  of  M-239  that  lies  north  of 
there,  and  on  the  other  side  of  the  bridge,  and  which  is  a  different 
type  of  soil,  and  I  put  a  valuation  of  $175  on  that.  This  50  acres  in 
tract  250  is  entirely  different  land.  It  is  not  loamy  land.  It  is  bench 
land.  The  land  in  M-239  had  some  advantage  of  overflow  at  times 
where  the  creek  deposited  a  silt  sediment  on  it,  and  this  farming  land 
has  never  had  the  benefit  of  that  overflow,  on  account  of  the  depth  of 
the  creek  at  that  particular  place.  I  made  no  further  examination  of  2316 
the  soil  on  the  flat  in  250  and  of  the  soil  in  the  flat  in  M-239,  other 
than  going  over  both  soils.  That  on  the  flat  in  250  is  a  clay  soil,  not 
very  deep,  with  some  loam  mixed  in  it.  At  the  time  that  I  appraised 
it,  I  did  not  consider  whether  it  was  worth  $20  or  $50  an  acre,  but  con- 
sidered the  section  taken  as  a  whole,  and  I  figured  it  was  worth  $20 
an  acre,  owing  to  its  accessibility,  and  the  fact  of  the  creek  running 
through.  I  am  referring  now  to  Section  3,  where  that  flat  land  is  to  be 
found. 

I  could  not  tell  you  what  value  I  put  upon  the  remainder  of  that 
section  after  excluding  the  50  acres  of  flat  tillable  land,  as  I  did  not 
exclude  them  in  putting  the  valuation  on  the  section.  Leaving  it  out  2317 
of  consideration  now,  I  should  say  the  value  of  the  remainder  of  that 
section  is  probably  about  $10  or  $12  an  acre.  There  is  some  good  graz- 
ing land  on  it  on  the  east  side  of  the  creek.  In  Section  3,  parcel  250, 
there  is  probably  150  acres  of  good  grazing  land,  valued  at  about 
$12.50  an  acre.  The  balance,  372  acres,  in  that  section,  are  not  worth 
over  $8  an  acre.  It  is  very  brushy  and  covered  with  wood,  and  there 
is  very  little  use  for  those  lands.  It  is  land  similar  to  the  land  in 
Section  4,  upon  which  I  placed  $8  an  acre  as  to  that  portion  that  is 
in  250.  I  could  not  tell  you  the  number  of  acres  of  grazing  land  in 
that,  because  it  is  divided  up  in  patches.  There  are  some  along 
Haynes  Gulch,  and  on  the  westerly  portion  of  it,  and  on  the  tops  of 
the  ridges,  and  down  from  DriscolTs  place.  The  value  of  $8  an  acre,  2318 
was  because  of  its  availability  as  grazing  land,  and  the  fact  that  it  was 
in  there  in  that  locality. 

Section  2,  plot  250.  It  is  a  ledge  of  rock,  steep  precipice  south 
of  Haynes  Gulch,  running  to  a  very  high,  steep  ridge,  a  brushy,  bad 
place,  valued  at  $6  an  acre.  It  is  a  very  poor  tract  of  land,  and  its 
value  is  in  connection  with  the  surrounding  land. 

Parcel  264:  There  is  bench  land  next  to  the  creek,  and  the  soil 
is  light  gravelly  loam,  with  a  small  orchard  on  it  and  worth  about 
$50  an  acre.  It  is  not  very  good  soil.  The  orchard  looks  fairly  thrifty, 
and  seems  to  be  taken  care  of.  I  would  say  that  there  was  15  or  20  2319 
acres  of  bench  land.  There  is  no  other  land  that  can  be  tilled.  Assum- 
ing that  there  would  be  60  acres  of  grazing  land,  it  would  be  worth 
$12.50  to  $15  an  acre.  I  am  not  sure  that  there  are  only  20  acres  of 
tillable  land;  there  may  be  more.  I  am  measuring  it  the  best  I  can, 
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and  approximating  the  number  of  acres  there  may  be  in  it.     I  have 
made  a  guess  it  is  15  or  20  acres.    I  think  there  are  20  acres  of  land 

2320  around  that  orchard  that  is  bench  land,  and  also  up  there  where  they 
farm.    There  may  be  more  than  that  in  it,  because  if  there  was  only 
that,  it  would  not  figure  out  on  the  price  that  I  have  given  here — I 
have  a  price  of  $40  an  acre,  and  there  would  have  to  be  more  farming 
land  than  that,  or  else  I  would  be  too  high  on  the  pasture  land.    I  got 
the  result  of  $40  by  going  there  and  looking  at  the  land,  and  estimat- 
ing it  on  the  ground,  and  those  are  the  most  reliable  figures.     Far 
more  reliable  than  giving  them  out  of  my  head.    I  do  not  know  whether 

2321  there  are  more  than  25  acres  of  tillable  land  in  that  tract.    The  balance 
is  suitable  for  pasturage,  except  what  may  be  covered  with  dense  brush 
in  very  steep  places.    I  do  not  make  any  distinction  between  land  that 
is  not  covered  with  brush,  and  land  that  is.     I  took  the  entire  tract 
and  considered  what  a  man  would  pay  for  it.    If  there  are  20  or  25 

2322  acres  available  for  grazing,  the  balance  of  the  tract  would  be  suitable 
for  grazing.     There  is  82  acres  in  the  tract ;  it  is  not  all  available  for 
grazing,  because  there  are  very  steep  places  that  come  up  perpendicu- 
larly west  of  the  creek,  and  which  are  covered  with  very  dense  brush  in 
places,  so  that  you  can't  get  through  portions  of  it.     On  the  slopes 
higher  up  there  are  probably  40  or  45  acres  of  fairly  open  grazing 
land.    I  know  that  my  figures  won 't  come  out,  as  I  could  not  expect  to 
make  them  come  out  by  mental  arithmetic  here. 

Plot  285:  There  are  20  to  25  acres  of  tillable  land  south  and 
west  of  the  house.  There  is  no  land  in  this  tract  adjoining  264  that 
could  be  farmed.  The  northerly  part  of  285  is  very  steep.  The  25 
or  30  acres  that  could  be  farmed  is  worth  about  $50  possibly,  and  the 

2323  balance  of  the  tract  could  be  put  to  pasture,  and  would  be  worth  $12 
to  $15.    I  would  say  there  is  about  a  similar  quantity  of  tillable  land 
on  264  and  285;  if  anything  there  may  be  a  little  more  on  285.    The 
westerly  bank  of  the  creek  on  these  two  plots  must  be  15  or  20  feet 
higher  than  it  is  on  the  easterly  side.    There  is  a  very  limited  area  of 
good  grazing  land  on  285.    The  best  of  it  is  up  along  D-268,  where  the 
bench  is.    The  portion  on  top  of  the  hill  could  be  farmed  in  285.    It 
is  on  the  slope  coming  down  into  Alameda  Creek.    There  is  about  10 
or  15  or  20  acres  up  there  that  might  be  farmed.     I  am  quite  sure 
there  is  not  40  acres  that  could  be  so  used.    It  won 't  go  over  20  acres. 

2324  That  20  acres  is  not  included  in  the  portion  of  the  tract  that  I  de- 
scribed as  only  fit  for  grazing,  as  I  consider  that  on  the  hill  better 
adapted  for  grazing,  and  classed  it  with  the  grazing  land  at  about  $15 
an  acre.     The  20  acres  of  hill  farming  land  would  probably  range 
about  $20  an  acre,  as  it  is  very  light  soil  to  bedrock,  and  the  shale  rock 
is  right  close  to  the  surface. 

C  268 :  About  200  acres  of  rolling  hills,  fit  for  cultivation,  and 
about  75  acres  of  level  land,  consisting  of  clay  adobe  soil  with  some 
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streaks  of  gravel  in  it,  which  could  be  considered  as  bottom  land.  This 
soil  does  not  compare  favorably  with  the  soil  on  M-239.  The  soil  on 
that  tract  in  the  flat  is  far  more  fertile  than  the  level  land  over  here 
on  this  tract.  The  flat  land  of  C-268  is  a  heavy  soil,  and  pretty  deep.  2325 
It  cannot  be  classed  as  very  fertile,  nor  as  very  poor  soil.  It  is  a  fairly 
good  soil,  but  rather  hard  of  cultivation.  It  is  liable  to  be  wet,  as  the 
water  stays  in  that  soil,  and  does  not  percolate  through  it  freely,  and 
consequently  it  will  take  two  or  three  weeks  probably  after  a  rainfall 
before  the  farmer  can  plow  successfully.  I  do  not  think  there  is  much 
gravel  underlying  that  soil.  There  is  some  good  soil  in  the  northerly 
portion  of  the  flat  land.  That  is,  near  the  northerly  line  of  the  tract. 
The  soil  on  the  east  side  of  the  road  as  you  go  into  the  tract  from  the 
Mission  Pass  road,  until  you  come  to  the  house,  is  fairly  good.  Also 
over  toward  the  easterly  line  of  the  tract,  and  into  the  point  opposite  2326 
where  the  house  is  there  are  about  75  acres  of  good  land.  As  com- 
pared to  other  land,  such  as  M-239,  I  criticize  this  land  on  account  of 
its  lack  of  fertility.  The  level  areas  in  M-239  will  drain  more  rapidly, 
and  consist  of  a  finer  silt  deposit  than  in  C-268.  The  land  in  M-239 
would  produce  probably  10  or  15  percent  more  in  grain  than  in  C-268. 
The  75  acres  should  be  valued  at  $100  or  $110.  The  200  acres  of  till-  2327 
able  land  are  worth  about  $40  per  acre,  and  the  soil  varies  from  a 
bright  red  to  a  brown  clay  loam,  and  is  fairly  deep.  There  are  prob- 
ably 220  acres  of  those  hill  lands  that  are  fit  for  cultivation.  The  bal- 
ance of  the  tract  is  purely  pasture  land,  with  considerable  brush  in  the 
southern  portion  along  the  creek  that  comes  out  from  the  Driscoll 
place,  and  it  is  very  steep  and  brushy  in  that  part.  Fully  50%  of  the 
tract  in  the  south  is  steep  and  brushy,  but  cattle  can  graze  through  it. 
The  balance  of  the  ranch  would  be  worth  about  $20  an  acre  for  pas-  2328 
ture.  The  50%  that  is  brushy  and  steep  is  worth  from  $12  to  $15  an 
acre.  In  putting  my  valuations  upon  these  tracts  on  Map  15,  I  did 
not  make  any  effort,  except  in  a  general  way,  to  ascertain  the  prices 
which  the  company  had  paid  for  the  respective  properties. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

What  the  company  had  paid  for  any  of  these  properties  did  not 
enter  into  my  appraisal. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 

If  I  had  known  what  the  Spring  Valley  had  paid  for  any  of 
these  properties,  I  would  not  have  taken  that  into  consideration  in  my 
appraisal  of  the  land. 

Parcel  224,  Map  11 :   In  fixing  a  value  upon  that,  I  had  no  cri- 
terion as  to  values  to  go  on,  but  if  I  was  sent  up  there  to  purchase       2329 
such  a  tract,  I  would  figure  to  pay  about  $100  an  acre  for  it,  regard- 
less of  whether  it  was  worth  it  or  not  for  farming  or  pasturage  pur- 
poses, or  for  accessibility  to  the  creek.    I  consider  that  if  I  were  to 
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go  out  to  buy  it,  I  would  have  to  pay  about  $100  an  acre.  I  really  did 
not  consider  that  it  was  worth  it,  but  I  would  pay  that  for  it  in  order 
to  clean  it  up,  and  get  the  whole  tract  of  land  in  connection  with  the 
balance  of  the  surrounding  land.  It  touches  on  parcel  A-239,  owned 
by  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,  but  it  does  not  particularly  add  any 
value  to  A-239.  The  ownership  of  A-239,  in  connection  with  224,  adds 
value  to  224,  because  you  get  an  opening  on  the  upper  end  in  A-239 
from  224.  It  prevents  you  from  being  confined  into  the  creek  bed. 
In  putting  my  valuation  upon  it,  I  look  upon  the  property  purely  and 
simply  as  land.  That  is,  as  to  the  portion  that  is  land;  it  is  mostly 

2330  gravel.    Its  availability  for  supplying  gravel  is  one  of  its  purposes  for 
which  it  would  be  useful,  and  the  other  purpose  would  be  the  value  of 
the  different  flats  and  islands  for  camping  purposes,  or  for  any  or- 
dinary purpose.    The  same  is  true  so  far  as  the  creek  channel  is  con- 
cerned of  225,  232,  231  and  235.    From  Fernbrook  down  to  the  Niles 
dam,  224  is  quite  narrow.    That  portion  has  no  value  for  gravel,  but 
was  all  considered  in  connection  with  the  other  portion  that  was  not 
narrow.     I  consider  that  I  have  sufficient  knowledge  or  information 
that  would  enable  me  to  put  a  valuation  on  this  property.     I  have 
never  bought  or  sold  property  similar  to  this.    I  do  not  remember  any 

2331  sales  of  similar  property.    I  spoke  of  a  sale  by  Mr.  Fusier  for  right 
of  way  purposes  through  there,  but  I  could  not  tell  you  what  was  paid 
for  it.     A  part  of  the  consideration  was  paid  because  Mr.  Fusier 's 
house  was  interfered  with.     There  was  not  a  dwelling  house  there 
at  the  time  of  the  sale,  but  there  was  a  barn  which  was  the  house  I 
referred  to  along  with  the  chicken  house.    A  portion  of  the  property 
that  had  been  occupied  by  the  barn  and  chicken  houses  came  in  with 
the  right  of  way,  and  a  part  of  the  consideration  was  entailed  in  mov- 
ing the  barn.    I  do  not  know  that  Mr.  Fusier  got  $750  for  an  area  of 

2331%      land  equivalent  to  about  an  acre. 

I  know  in  a  general  way  of  a  condemnation  suit  between  Blake 
and  the  Western  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  The  purpose  was  to  get  a  right 
of  way  through  the  property  along  the  creek.  I  do  not  know  how 
much  land  was  required  by  the  railroad  company.  I  do  not  know 
that  the  company  paid  $262.50  for  it. 

2332  (Certain  corrections  noted  in  the  transcript.) 

Referring  to  a  map  of  the  Pleasanton  township,  and  in  particu- 
lar to  a  piece  of  land  marked  ' '  Caroline  Casterson ' ',  comprising  parts 
of  Sections  33  and  28,  in  township  2  S.,  R.  1  E.,  I  am  familiar  with  that 
land,  and  the  portion  west  of  County  Road  2568  is  level  land  with 
some  rolling  land  toward  the  east,  where  the  toe  of  a  slope  of  a  hill 

2333  comes  down.    It  is  a  clay  adobe  soil,  and  is  a  pretty  fine  character  of 
land,  being  far  superior  to  the  hill  land  on  the  Hadsell  place.    I  do 
not  know  when  the  Castersons  bought  it,  or  whether  there  were  any 
improvements  on  the  east  side  of  the  road  at  that  time.     There  are 
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about  6  or  7  acres  in  the  tract.  I  have  passed  there  probably  20  or 
more  times,  and  the  property  is  twice  as  productive  as  the  hill  land  on 
the  Hadsell  place. 

San  Ramon  grant :  Tract  marked  ' '  F.  Pine  and  A.  Escobar " ;  I  2334 
know  this  property  in  a  general  way.  It  is  rolling  hills  with  some 
valleys,  and  is  an  adobe  soil.  I  would  say  it  can  all  be  cultivated,  and 
I  say  this  from  a  general  knowledge  ^which  I  have  of  all  the  land  of 
the  Dougherty  ranch.  It  is  better  than  the  Hadsell  hill  land.  I  do 
not  know  of  a  sale  of  that  property  in  1911.  I  do  not  know  of  a  sale 
to  Duarte  of  a  tract  adjoining  this  one.  I  did  know  of  the  Borges 
purchase.  I  first  heard  of  it  in  April  or  May,  1915.  It  was  47  acres 
for  $12,000,  the  improvements  being  worth  at  the  time  of  the  sale  be- 
tween $2.000  and  $2,500.  They  consisted  of  a  house,  barn,  out-build-  2335 
ings,  well,  windmill,  tank,  and  fences.  I  thought  Mr.  Fallon  said 
that  the  improvements  were  worth  somewhere  about  $2,000.  Assuming 
that  to  be  so,  and  that  $12,000  was  the  purchase  price,  I  would  say  that 
at  least  $9,000  of  that  purchase  price  was  paid  for  the  46  or  47  acres 
of  land. 

Referring  to  the  property  just  across  the  road  from  the  property 
marked  "E.  M.  Dougherty";  I  know  the  general  location  of  the  prop- 
erty, but  do  not  know  the  man  named  Neidt  who  lives  there,  nor  of 
the  sale  of  the  property.  This  property  is  equally  as  good  as  the  hop 
yard  tract  in  productivity.  I  would  be  surprised  to  learn  that  that  10  2336 
acre  property  sold  in  1908  for  $6  an  acre.  That  would  be  a  very  big 
price  for  it. 

Referring  to  property  marked  "J.  J.  Hanson";  I  never  was  up 
in  there,  but  I  know  the  property  from  looking  at  it  from  the  road. 
I  should  say  there  must  be  some  level  land  on  the  easterly  portion  of  2337 
the  property,  and  I  would  say  there  must  be  some  land  that  is  not  fit 
for  cultivation.  I  do  not  know  if  that  tract  sold  in  1907  for  $75  an 
acre.  It  is  better  than  the  hill  land  on  the  Hadsell  tract.  I  do  not 
know  of  any  sale  that  includes  more  land  in  the  tract  marked  "Han- 
son" than  this  purchase  of  this  143.15  acres. 

Referring  to  tract  marked  "Manuel  Silveria":  I  never  was  up 
there.  That  land  lies  to  the  north  of  the  road  from  Dublin  to  Hay- 
ward,  and  the  whole  country  in  there  is  very  hilly.  On  top  of  the  2338 
ridge  there  is  some  hill  land,  but  there  is  also  some  good  land  along 
in  there.  For  instance,  that  apple  orchard  and  the  vegetable  land 
are  along  in  there.  The  orchard  and  the  vegetable  land  are  in  the  pass. 
Taking  the  distance  to  Dublin  on  this  creek  running  through  the  Sil- 
veria property,  and  the  distance  to  Dublin  on  this  other  creek,  it 
would  seem  to  be  about  the  same  distance  from  the  valley  land  to  one 
as  to  the  other.  I  do  not  know  that  that  land  sold  in  1911  for  $40  an 
acre,  and  was  resold  in  1915  for  $45  an  acre. 

Referring  to  piece  of  land  marked  "Reimers":    This  would  be, 
strictly  speaking,  about  due  west  of  Dublin,  and  is  to  the  west  of  the 
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2339  road  leading  from  Dublin  .to  Pleasanton,  and  also  north  of  the  road 
leading  from  Dublin  to  Hayward.    The  hills  come  down  very  close  to 
that  road.     This  land  is  not  all  hill  land.     Reimers'  house  is  on  the 
level,  and  there  is  quite  an  area  of  level  land  north  and  west  of  the 
house.    I  would  say  nearly  all  of  the  tract  is  level.    I  would  say  that 
there  must  be  six  acres  of  it  that  is  all  level,  and  the  remaining  9 
acres  are  gently  sloping  hills.    I  do  not  know  that  that  land  sold  for 

2340  $115  an  acre  in  1909,  and  I  never  heard  of  such  a  sale. 

Referring  to  a  piece  of  property  marked  "Kolb",  a  part  of  Sec- 
tion 13,  township  3  S.,  R.  1  W. ;  it  is  west  of  the  Oxsen  place,  and 
west  of  the  hill  road  going  from  Pleasanton  to  Dublin.  All  of  it  is 
hill  land,  except  that  some  areas  of  it  can  be  farmed  toward  the  road. 
The  rest  of  it  is  available  for  pasturage  or  home  sites.  There  is  some 
of  the  land  that  is  similar  to  the  land  in  San  Antonio,  but  the  location 
of  the  two  places  is  different.  There  is  no  comparison  between  the  lo- 
cation. One  is  within  a  mile  of  the  State  Highway  to  Dublin,  and  on 

2341  a  westerly  slope  overlooking  Livermore  Valley,  with  a  prospective 
value  for  home  sites,  whereas  the  other  is  removed  from  any  advan- 
tages of  that  kind,  and  located  in  San  Antonio  Creek.     This  tract  is 
more  desirable  than  the  hills  on  the  Hadsell  place  for  home  sites.    The 
station  is  practically  three-quarters  of  a  mile  or  a  mile  from  the  Had- 
sell property,  while  from  Pleasanton  to  the  Kolb  place  would  be  from 
three  and  a  half  to  four  miles.    There  is  no  comparison  at  all  from  a 
residential  standpoint  between  this  hill  property  and  the  hill  property 
on  the  Hadsell  place.    The  latter  has  a  view  down  the  gorge  to  Niles 
Canyon  and  Alameda  Creek.     From  this  property  you  get  a  view 
overlooking  the  entire  Livermore  Valley,  the  towns  of  Pleasanton  and 
Livermore,  and  it  is  protected  from  the  west  winds  and  fog.     Mrs. 
Hearst  selected  a  place  in  there  for  her  home,  as  did  also  Leach  and 
Merhmann  on  account  of  the  protection  from  the  wind  and  fog,  and  the 

2342  view  of  the  Livermore  Valley.    The  views  from  the  Hadsell  property 
are  very  fine,  but  they  are  not  as  fine  as  the  views  to  be  had  from  this 
property.    You  can  see  Mt.  Diablo  from  this  property,  which  you  can- 
not see  from  most  of  the  places  on  the  Hadsell  property ;  you  can  see 
all  the  Livermore  Valley;  you  can  see  the  hills  to  the  east  and  to  the 
south  of  Livermore ;  you  have  a  longer  and  a  more  varied  view.    This 
property  is  worth  50%  more  than  the  hill  property  on  the  Hadsell 
place,  because,  on  the  Hadsell  property  you  have  to  build  your  home 
on  top  of  those  hills,  and  there  is  no  protection  from  the  west  winds 
that  come  from  the  Niles  Canyon.    On  this  property  you  have  the  pro- 
tection of  the  hills  arising  to  the  west  from  all  the  winds  and  fogs. 
That  is  not  my  view  as  an  agriculturist,  but  is  my  view  from  a  com- 
mon sense  standpoint  that  a  person  would  pay  50%  more  for  that 

2343  property  on  account  of  that  consideration.    I  do  not  know,  or  have  not 
heard  of  a  sale  of  that  property.    I  do  not  think  it  is  worth,  acre  for 
acre,  as  much  as  the  Hadsell  hill  farming  land  for  the  production  of 
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crops.  It  will  not  produce  as  good  crops,  because  it  runs  more  to 
pasture.  I  am  not  referring  to  the  portion  of  the  Kolb  property 
which  can  be  farmed,  as  that  will  produce  just  as  much  as  the  lands 
on  the  Hadsell  tract  that  can  be  farmed.  The  soil  on  the  Kolb  prop- 
erty is  a  kind  of  a  clay  loam,  and  I  should  say  fairly  deep  in  places. 
I  consider  the  Kolb  tract  superior  to  the  Stone  tract  for  residential 
purposes.  The  Kolb  property  is  more  accessible  than  the  Stone  tract.  2344 
I  do  not  think  that  people  would  be  glad  to  make  a  drive  through  the 
canyon  to  get  to  the  Stone  property,  because  of  the  fact  that  it  is  high 
and  exposed  and  wind  swept.  It  is  not  a  place  that  would  appeal  as  a 
cozy  place  for  a  home.  There  are  limited  areas  down  below  the  ridge 
that  avoid  the  wind,  but  there  is  a  considerable  portion  down  by 
Brightside  that  is  wind-swept.  The  portion  along  the  Bachelor  Can- 
yon is  fairly  well  protected,  but  my  recollection  is  that  that  is  a 
limited  portion  of  the  tract.  If  there  is  any  appreciable  portion  of  the 
tract  lying  along  Bachelor  Canyon,  there  might  be  a  possibility,  that 
from  a  residential  point  of  view,  it  is  a  very  attractive  portion  of  the  2345 
property,  but  I  do  not  think  there  is  very  much  of  it  along  Bachelor 
Canyon,  because  the  orchards  along  there  take  up  most  of  that.  There 
may  be  some  locations  on  the  Stone  tract  that  are  as  attractive  for 
residential  purposes  as  this  Kolb  tract,  but  they  are  very  limited  in 
area.  I  do  not  know  of  any  sales  of  property  in  Bachelor  Canyon,  and 
have  not  heard  of  any  sales.  I  have  heard  there  are  some  subdivisions 
in  small  lots  up  there,  but  they  were  so  small  they  could  not  compare 
to  the  tracts  that  I  was  trying  to  value.  The  largest  of  these  is  only 
a  few  acres,  and  they  were  only  a  short  way  up  the  canyon.  I  do  not 
know  of  any  sales  of  acreage  property  in  Bachelor  Canyon,  with  the 
exception  of  those  small  pieces  toward  Sunol. 

Referring  to  tract  of  land  marked  "Frank  A.  Leach":  Par-  2346 
tially  in  Section  13,  and  partially  in  Section  24;  lies  to  the  west  of 
the  road  from  Dublin  to  Pleasanton.  I  know  that  property,  and  it 
is  rolling  hills  on  the  lower  end  of  the  slope  of  the  hills  coming  in 
from  the  west  to  Livermore  Valley.  Hardly  any  of  that  could  be 
farmed.  I  do  not  know  of  a  sale  of  that  property  in  1911.  I  in- 
formed myself  about  sales  of  property  comparable  to  the  Spring 
Valley  properties,  but  this  Leach  property  would  not  be  comparable 
to  any  of  the  Spring  Valley  properties  in  that  vicinity.  For  the 
purpose  of  advising  myself  with  reference  to  the  grazing  properties 
of  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,  I  went  as  far  as  the  Arroyo  Mocho, 
and  Corral  Hollow.  Strictly  speaking,  this  is  not  a  grazing  prop-  2347 
erty  proposition,  whereas,  the  Corral  Hollow  and  the  Arroyo  Mocho 
is  strictly  a  grazing  proposition,  and  comparable  with  the  lands  in 
San  Antonio,  Arroyo  Honda,  and  Calaveras  Creeks.  The  grazing 
lands  on  the  Arroyo  Mocho  are  as  good  on  the  average  as  the  graz- 
ing lands  around  Calaveras,  San  Antonio  and  the  Arroyo  Valle. 
These  grazing  lands  on  the  Arroyo  Mocho  are  better  than  the  aver- 
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age  grazing  lands  owned  by  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,  and  are 
better  than  the  average  of  the  grazing  lands  on  the  Arroyo  Valle, 
and  in  the  upper  Alameda  Creek,  and  are  better  than  the  lands  in 
the  La  Honda  Creek,  and  the  grazing  lands  in  Calaveras  Creek. 

2348  They  are  equally  as  good  as  the  grazing  lands  in  and  around  the 
northerly  end  of  Calaveras  Valley,  and  from  there  down  to  Sunol. 

The  highest  elevation  of  the  lands  mentioned  by  me  on  the 
Arroyo  Mocho  would  probably  be  from  100  to  150  feet  higher  than 
the  lands  around  the  Calaveras  Reservoir,  and  probably  200  or  250 
feet  higher  than  the  lands  in  plot  6  of  the  Rancho  el  Valle  De  San 
Jose.  I  consider  that  now  I  know  the  Calaveras  country  just  as  well 
as  I  know  the  Arroyo  Mocho  country.  The  rainfall  at  Arroyo  Mocho 
and  Corral  Hollow  is  somewhat  less  than  in  the  Calaveras  country. 
In  some  respects,  that  is  an  important  factor  in  determining  the 
value  of  grazing  land,  but  the  difference  is  so  very  little  in  the  rain- 
fall between  those  points  that  it  don't  make  much  difference  in  the 

2349  final  results  in  an  average  of  5  or  10  years.     The  rain  falls  later 
around  Calaveras,  San  Antonio,  and  Arroyo  Valle,  than  it  does  in 
Corral  Hollow  and  the  Arroyo  Mocho  country,  but  the  grass  comes 
a  great  deal  earlier  in  Corral  Hollow  than  in  Calaveras,  because  of 
the  warmer  climate,  and  the  lower  elevations.     The  appearance  of 
grasses  in  the  Corral  Hollow  country  earlier  than  in  Calaveras  is 
due  to  the  fact  that  it  is  warmer  in  Corral  Hollow  than  it  is  in 
Calaveras.    I  have  never  seen  any  regular  temperatures  in  the  two 
places. 

2350  I  have  heard  a  great  many  people  say  that  the  Corral  Hollow 
country  is  favored  by  nature.     I  heard  John  Callaghan  and  Pat 
Connolly  say  it.     It  does  not  blow  as  much  in  Corral  Hollow  as  at 
Midway  or  at  the  Mountain  House.     The  Corral  Hollow  country  is 
not  badly  cut  up  with  gulches.    It  is  very  attractive.    In  1886,  when 
I  was  in  Corral  Hollow  country,  the  growth  of  grasses  and  alfileria 
was  so  thick  that  they  grew  across  the  washouts  so  as  to  form  a 

2351  mat  to  such  a  depth  that  you  could  not  tell  where  the  ditch  was 
until  you  fell  into  it.     The  hills  were  blooming  with  flowers,  and 
the  west  side  of  San  Joaquin  from  the  river  to  the  foothills  was  a 
waving  mass  of  grain.     The  barancas,  where  the  mattress  of  wild 
alfileria  was,  were  in  places  2^  to  3  and  4  feet  across.     The  year 
1886  was  a  very  delightful  year.    It  was  one  of  the  best  years  Cali- 
fornia ever  saw.    It  is  a  mistaken  idea  that  after  one  of  those  spells 
in  Corral  Hollow  of  cold  weather,  that  it  gets  so  hot  that  the  vege- 
tation dries  up.    If  one  of  those  warm  spells  comes  in  the  month  of 
April,   the   southern   slopes   will   begin   to   show  the   effects.       The 

2352  Corral  Hollow  country  has  been  used  for  sheep  up  to  the  last  5  or 
6  years,  but  they  are  going  into  cattle  more  extensively  there  now. 
The  upper  portion  is  more  for  cattle  than  for  sheep,  while  the  lower 

644 


Callaghan 

SPRING  VALLEY  WATER  CO.  VS.  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

portion  is  more  for  sheep  than  cattle.  The  low  lands  are  the  better 
lands,  and  are  devoted  to  sheep  raising.  When  the  feed  is  dry  there, 
the  sheep  men  don 't  keep  the  sheep  there.  They  take  them  out  in  May 
and  June,  as  the  seed  will  get  into  the  wool  of  the  lamb,  and  they 
leave  the  old  feed  so  as  to  have  it  there  the  following  Fall  when  the 
sheep  come  back.  I  think  there  is  more  money  in  sheep  than  in 
cattle ;  the  better  lands  in  Corral  Hollow  were  in  the  hands  of  men 
whose  business  it  was  to  engage  in  the  sheep  business.  The  Tesla  2353 
Cattle  Co.,  has  the  upper  ranges  of  Corral  Hollow,  on  which  they 
run  cattle.  That  is  the  land  owned  by  the  Treadwells  and  the  Cali- 
fornia Safe  Deposit  &  Trust  Co. ;  McClinchey  runs  considerable  cattle 
in  the  upper  end  of  Corral  Hollow;  Connolly  has  cattle  over  there; 
the  Concannons  had  cattle  over  there;  and  the  Callaghan  &  Owens 
cattle  were  also  over  there. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  the  higher  lands  of  the  Corral  Hollow  2354 
country  are  as  good  as  any  of  the  Calaveras  lands.  I  am  speaking 
of  Sections  27.  26,  36  and  35.  They  will  compare  with  the  best  lands 
in  Calaveras  for  the  production  of  feed  and  for  fattening  cattle  on. 
These  are  the  Corral  Hollow  lands  that  extend  over  the  ridge, 
dividing  Corral  Hollow  from  the  Livermore  side. 

There  is  no  portion  of  the  Corral  country  devoted  to  fruit 
raising,  but  I  do  not  know  whether  it  is  on  account  of  climatic  con- 
ditions or  not.  It  is  not  on  account  of  the  fact  that  it  is  too  dry.  I 
will  admit  it  is  not  a  fruit  country  at  all.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  nobody  2355 
ever  tried  to  determine  whether  it  was  or  not.  I  never  saw  a  fruit 
tree  planted  in  that  entire  country. 

I  did  not  look  into  the  sales  along  the  foothills  in  the  vicinity 
of  Dublin,  because  the  Spring  Valley  Co.,  had  no  property  that  would 
compare  with  these  properties.  The  Nusbaumer  property  is  on  the 
west  side  of  the  valley,  right  adjoining  Mrs.  Hearst's  property.  It 
has  not  as  good  a  view  as  Mrs.  Hearst's  property.  If  I  had  known 
about  those  sales,  they  probably  would  have  thrown  some  light  on  2356 
the  value  of  the  Nusbaumer  tract. 

Referring  to  the  Hansen  property:  I  would  consider  the  Nus- 
baumer property  more  advantageously  located  than  the  Hansen 
property,  and  also  the  Frank  Leach  property.  It  is  nearer  the  road 
than  the  Leach  property,  but  I  would  not  say  that  it  has  an  ad- 
vantage over  that  property  so  far  as  views  are  concerned.  The 
Leach  property  is  a  small  tract  that  would  more  readily  sell  than 
.a  large  tract  like  the  Nusbaumer  place,  consequently,  you  have  to 
get  smaller  tracts  to  compare  them  with  in  order  to  get  the  real  value. 
A  sale  of  90  acres  in  the  vicinity  of  those  Dublin  hills  would  have 
been  considered  by  me  in  placing  a  value  on  the  Nusbaumer  tract. 
If  I  was  going  to  buy  a  residence,  or  tried  to  sell  a  man  a  residence  2357 
;site,  I  would  rather  try  to  sell  a  residence  site  out  of  the  Nusbaumer 
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tract  than  out  of  the  Frank  Leach  place.  It  is  more  available  than 
the  Frank  Leach  place,  but  it  is  a  large  tract,  and  you  have  got  to 
cut  it  up,  and  when  you  cut  it  up  into  90-acre  tracts,  you  have  got 
to  get  double  the  amount  I  would  put  on  it,  which  would  bring  it 
up  pretty  high.  There  is  considerable  level  land  along  the  creek 
which  is  good  land  in  the  Nusbaumer  tract  that  could  be  farmed. 
It  is  worth  much  more  than  $80  an  acre,  but  it  has  to  carry  some  of 
the  poorer  land  on  the  west  that  is  up  on  the  hill,  which  poorer  land 
is  worth  much  less  than  $80  an  acre.  If  the  Leach  land  sold  in  1911 

2358  for  $85  an  acre,  I  would  still  say  I  would  be  right  on  my  valuation 
on  the  Nusbaumer  tract,  because  of  the  size  of  the  tract. 

Referring  to  the  sale  by  Galway  to  Warner ;  there  were  80  acres 
of  that  land  re-sold  I  think  the  year  after  it  was  purchased  by  Warner, 
to  a  man  by  the  name  of  Frieseman,  at  a  price  of  $175  an  acre.  That 
was  better  than  the  remainder  of  the  land,  because  there  was  less 
alkali  in  it,  and  also  the  water  of  Cottonwood  Creek  which  came 
down  through  it  could  be  used  for  irrigation  purposes ;  it  had  an 
area  in  the  southeast  corner  that  was  rich  loam  land.  The  creek 
also  runs  through  the  portion  of  the  land  which  Warner  retained, 
but  it  sinks  rapidly  in  the  sand  after  it  passes  through  the  Friese- 

2359  man  place,  and  no  more  appears  on  the  surface  at  all  after  it  goes 
through  the  Frieseman  ranch.     Also  there  was  a  practically  new 
dwelling  house  and  a  new  barn  on  the  place  that  Frieseman  bought, 
which  was  a  big  advantage,  and  contributed  very  largely  to  the 
sale  of  that  tract  at  $175  an  acre. 

The  lands  which  were  sold  by  Warner  were  better  than  the 
lands  he  owns  now  westerly  along  the  Santa  Rita-Livermore  road. 
The  land  which  Warner  sold  for  $175  an  acre  was  better  than  the 
land  which  he  retained,  but  he  could  start  and  take  the  area  lying 
south  of  the  Los  Positas  Creek  to  the  southerly  boundary  of  the 
ranch,  and  get  a  better  tract  of  land  than  Frieseman  got.  In  other 
words,  Warner  retained  equally  as  good  land  on  the  south  side  of 
Positas  Creek  as  the  land  he  sold  on  that  side  of  the  creek.  The 
land  he  retained,  acre  for  acre,  was  not  as  good  as  the  land  that 
he  sold,  acre  for  acre. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  at  the  time  of  the  sale  to  the  Ala- 
meda  Sugar  Co.,  of  the  Merriwa  Stock  Farm,  that  there 'were  im- 
provements on  the  property.  I  did  not  know  the  property  when 
it  was  owned  by  German.  I  do  not  know  that  he  built  a  house  there 
and  sold  the  property  immediately  to  the  Alameda  Sugar  Co.,  before 
the  improvement  was  finished.  I  do  not  know  of  the  sale  from 
Davilla  to  Mattin  of  the  property  known  as  the  Vierra  property. 
2361  Parcel  marked  "Sportono"  is  in  Amador  precinct,  in  subdi- 

vision marked  42 ;  in  a  general  way,  I  know  where  it  is  located.  It 
is  all  open  hills,  and  consists  of  a  light  soil,  inclined  to  be  red.  It 
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is  a  vineyard  country.  Some  of  the  land  in  the  south  and  east  may 
be  rough,  but  at  the  distance  it  is  located  from  Pleasanton,  very 
little  of  that  tract  would  be  rough  land.  I  do  not  know  the  property 
itself,  or  of  a  sale  of  that  property  in  1906.  Some  of  the  hill  lands 
around  Sunol  are  of  similar  type  to  the  kind  of  soil  that  is  found 
on  the  east  and  south  of  Pleasanton.  In  a  general  way  I  know  that 
the  tract  marked  on  one  side  51,  and  on  the  other  38,  immediately  2362 
north  of  the  Hadsell  property,  was  subdivided  and  sold,  but  I  do 
not  know  what  the  land  in  that  subdivision  brought,  or  when  the 
sales  were  made.  Vineyards  were  planted  in  there.  This  land  is 
not  so  badly  cut  up  with  ravines  and  creeks  as  the  Spring  Valley 
land  adjacent  to  it,  and  as  the  Hadsell  place.  There  are  not  so  many 
slides  in  it,  but  to  all  intents  and  purposes  it  is  the  same  character 
of  soil,  except  that  the  Spring  Valley  land  and  the  Hadsell  place  is 
more  cut  up  with  ravines,  and  I  think  that  the  hills  on  the  Hadsell 
place  are  steeper  than  this  land  over  to  the  east  and  north.  So  far 
as  fertility  is  concerned,  this  land  to  the  east  and  north  has  no  ad- 
vantage over  the  Hadsell  land.  All  of  the  farming  land  of  the  Had- 
sell property  immediately  adjoining  there  I  put  $40  an  acre  on. 
There  is  a  difference  between  the  Hadsell  property,  which  I  valued  2363 
at  $40,  and  the  property  in  this  subdivision ;  there  is  more  of  a  uni- 
formity to  the  topography  of  the  country  through  the  easterly  portion 
of  the  Dixon  ranch  than  there  is  when  you  come  further  south 
towards  Sunol  on  the  Hadsell  land.  There  is  about  a  similar  value 
between  the  portion  of  the  Hadsell  property  that  can  be  farmed 
next  to  the  Dixon  tract,  and  the  portion  of  the  Dixon  tract  that 
can  be  farmed,  but  I  could  sell  the  Hadsell  property  in  subdivisions 
for  the  same  price  per  acre  as  these  subdivisions  that  appear  in  the 
Dixon  property,  but  it  would  entail  considerable  expense  in  subdividing 
and  selling  off  the  property  in  that  way.  I  put  a  price  of  $40  an 
acre  as  a  whole  on  the  farming  land  of  those  hills.  A  man  buying 
them  and  selling  them  would  have  to  get  a  whole  lot  more 'money 
for  it.  I  do  not  know  now,  and  I  did  not  know  when  I  put  my  values 
upon  the  Hadsell  property,  what  the  lands  in  the  Dixon  tract  brought. 
There  are  some  vineyards  which  look  fairly  thrifty  in  there.  You  2364 
can  buy  the  land  where  they  plant  these  vineyards  for  $50  an  acre. 

Referring  to  property  south  of  Arroyo  Valle  Creek,  on  the  Ruby 
Hill  road,  across  from  the  Remillard  Brick  Co. :  I  have  a  general 
recollection  of  the  land,  and  it  should  be  pretty  good  land  in  there. 
I  could  not  answer  at  the  present  time  whether  the  place  is  im- 
proved or  unimproved,  but  most  of  these  places  have  got  improve-  2365 
ments  on  them.  I  do  not  know  what  the  improvements  might  be  on 
the  Davilla  place.  I  do  not  know  of  a  sale  of  the  property. 

I  have  never  heard  of  a  sale  by  Brolliar  to  Williams  of  a  tract 
of  land  on  this  map  just  underneath  a  plot  marked  "41,  Charles  A. 
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Gale."  That  property  is  in  a  valley  extending  over  the  under-crossing 
of  the  Southern  Pacific;  going  back  toward  the  Vallecitos  Road, 
there  is  a  valley  extends  in  there  that  has  considerable  flat  area  in 
it,  and  there  are  some  nice  little  ranches  in  there.  I  cannot  make 
out  the  place  with  relation  to  the  creek,  but  there  is  a  creek  that 
comes  through  that  valley  and  drains  it,  and  comes  out  under  the 
railroad  track.  It  is  fairly  good  soil,  and  is  better  than  the  surround- 

2366  ing  soils  on  the  higher  lands  in  that  locality.     It  is  a  mixture  of 
loam  and  clay  soil,  without  any  black  adobe.     It  is  better  than  the 
hill  soil  on  the  Hadsell  place,  and  I  believe  it  is  better  land  than  the 
best  land  on  N-239,  over  on  the  Vallecitos  Road.     The  valley  land 

2367  there  is  not  any  better  than  the  valley  land  of  the  De  Saissett  place. 
I  should  say  that  there  might  be  some  areas  in  that  valley  as  good 
as  the  valley  land  on  the  De  Saissett  place.    I  do  not  recognize  it  by 
the  name  of  the  Old  Eden  place.    I  should  say  it  would  not  be  as 
good  land  as  the  best  land  on  the  Hadsell  place. 

In  determining  the  value  of  Spring  Valley  properties  in  that 
neighborhood,  I  took  into  consideration  a  sale  by  Silva  to  Thomas 
of  property  east  and  adjoining  parcel  T-239,  on  Map  13.  This  prop- 
erty was  a  rich,  deep  clay  adobe  soil,  getting  lighter  as  it  goes  up 

2368  toward  the  top  of  the  hill.     The  acreage  was  521.84  acres.     The 
land  is  rolling  hills  with  considerable  level  areas  in  that  little  valley 
where  the  house   and  the  barn  is,   and   extending  northerly   and 
easterly  towards  the  top  of  the  hill,  and  towards  the  Lilienthal  and 
Patterson  lands.    It  is  nearly  all  cultivable,  and  the  soil  is  dark  clay 
adobe.    Fully  80%  of  it  can  be  cultivated.     I  got  my  information 
as  to  the  price  paid  for  that  property  from  rumors  in  the  first  place, 
and  finally  from  Mr.  Salz,  who  sold  the  property  to  Silva  &  Thomas. 
He  said  the  sale  was  at  $15,000,  or  about  $28.80  an  acre.    The  item 
of  $24  an  acre  in  my  notes  refers  to  a  former  sale  of  the  Ferdinand 
Reis  estate  of  the  same  tract  of  land  to  Salz.     The  better  portions 
of  this  piece  are  about  on  the  same  elevation,  or  a  little  lower  than 
the  area  of  T-239,  lying  immediately  west  of  it ;  there  is  a  drop  into 
a  little  valley  over  a  ridge  into  the  Silva  &  Thomas  place,  which  in 
my  opinion,  makes  the  Silva  &  Thomas  place  the  best  land,  and  the 
large  area  of  it,  a  little  lower,  of  equal  worth  with  T-239.     The 

2369  ridge,  after  crossing  the  little  ravine  on  the  Silva-Thomas  place  is 
not  steep  enough  to  interfere  with  farming  operations.     That  is  a 
particularly  favored  parcel  of  land  in  that  locality,  and  has  more 
cultivable  area  on  it  than  any  other  parcel  of  similar  size  in  the 
same  locality.    There  is  less  waste  land  on  it  than  on  the  Lilienthal 
place.    There  is  about  80%  of  the  Lilienthal  place  that  is  tillable. 
In  a  general  way,  the  Lilienthal  place  is  higher  than  the  Silva- 
Thomas  place;  the  Lilienthal  place  is  located  on  top  of  the  ridge, 
and  the  Silva-Thomas  place  has  quite  an  area  on  the  watershed  of 
the  San  Antonio  Creek,  and  lower  down  on  the  creek,  and  there  is 
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none  of  the  area  of  the  Lilienthal  place  that  comes  down  as  low  as 
the  best  land  on  the  Silva-Thomas  place. 

There  are  two  main  ravines  through  the  Silva-Thomas  place,  2370 
and  that  is  all.  It  is  not  a  badly  cut  up  place  with  ravines.  These 
two  ravines  are  fairly  deep,  but  there  are  not  any  lateral  ravines, 
to  any  great  extent,  leading  into  them.  It  is  similar,  so  far  as  ravines 
are  concerned,  to  the  northerly  portion  of  S-239,  but  the  lateral 
ravines  do  not  exist  to  as  great  an  extent  as  in  B-239.  The  ravines 
are  not  nearly  so  prominent  nor  so  deep  as  on  the  Lilienthal  place, 
neither  is  the  slope  leading  into  the  ravine  so  steep  as  on  the  Lilien- 
thal place.  I  would  say  that  the  20%  of  land  on  the  Silva-Thomas 
place  that  cannot  be  cultivated  is  smoother  land  than  the  20%  on 
the  Lilienthal  land  that  can  be  cultivated ;  there  are  more  trees,  and 
the  ravines  are  steeper  where  the  uncultivated  land  on  the  Lilienthal  2371 
place  is,  but  taking  it  as  a  whole,  the  farming  areas  of  both  tracts 
are  somewhat  similar,  and  as  easily  cultivated  on  the  one  as  on  the 
other.  There  is  some  richer  soil  on  the  Silva-Thomas  place  than  on 
the  Lilienthal  place,  but  there  is  very  little  difference  so  far  as  soil 
conditions  are  concerned. 

If  it  is  a  fact  that  the  Silva  property  was  sold  for  $28,  or  $28 
and  a  fraction,  per  acre,  I  think  they  got  it  for  about  what  it  is 
worth;  it  was  not  an  exceedingly  cheap  buy. 

In  my  direct  examination  I  referred  to  a  transaction  which  the 
Schweens  had  covering  some  of  their  gravel  land.  My  understand- 
ing of  that  transaction  comes  from  information  that  I  received  from 
people  living  in  the  vicinity,  that  the  Schweens  had  given  an  option 
to  the  Grant  Gravel  Co.,  on  their  land  for  $150  an  acre.  The  option 
was  a  very  long  option;  it  might  never  be  taken  up,  unless  the 
operations  of  the  Grant  Gravel  Co.,  would  increase  sufficiently  to  2372 
use  up  all  the  gravel  in  that  vicinity,  and  from  my  knowledge  of 
the  extreme  flow  of  the  Arroyo  Valle  Creek  at  that  place,  and  the 
way  in  which  it  filled  up  the  Grant  Gravel  Co.'s  gravel  pit  in  a  wet 
Winter  it  led  me  to  believe  that  there  would  possibly  be  years  and 
years  of  sale  before  they  would  be  called  upon  to  take  up  the  option 
with  the  Schween  people  on  their  land,  and  it  had  somewhat  of  a 
bearing  upon  my  value  of  $50  an  acre  for  the  land  immediately  ad- 
joining it,  but  not  enough  to  lead  me  to  believe  that  that  option 
would  be  taken  up  immediately  by  the  Grant  Gravel  Co.  I  did  not 
understand  that  the  Grant  Gravel  Co.,  was  to  make  a  payment  on 
that  option. 

Contract  dated  24th  day  of  April,  1914,  between  Ernest  Schween       2373 
Co.,  a  corporation,  and  the  Grant  Gravel  Co.,  a  corporation: 

"That  for  and  in  consideration  of  the  payment  of  the  rents, 
"and  the  performance  of  the  covenants  herein  contained  on  the  part 
"of  the  lessee,  and  in  the  manner  hereinafter  stated,  said  lessor 
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"hereby  leases,  demises  and  lets  unto  said  lessee,  that  certain  piece 
"or  parcel  of  land  situate,  lying  and  being  in  Pleasanton  Township, 
' '  County  of  Alameda,  State  of  California,  and  particularly  described 
"as  follows,  to-wit:" 

(Here  follows  a  description  of  a  tract  of  land  containing  85 
acres  more  or  less.) 

"For  the  term  of  24  months  commencing  on  the  first  day  of 
"April,  1914,  at  the  monthly  rental  of  the  sum  of  $50  per  month, 
"payable  in  advance  on  the  first  day  of  every  month  during  said 
"term. 

"The  lessor  immediately  upon  the  execution  of  this  lease  shall 
"cause  a  correct  survey  of  said  land  to  be  made,  and  the  description 
"thereby  obtained  shall  become  and  be  a  part  of  this  lease,  and  a 
"copy  of  said  description,  signed  by  the  parties  hereto,  shall  be 
"attached  to  this  lease,  and  shall  be  a  part  hereof,  as  a  description 
"of  the  lands  hereby  demised. 

"The  lessor  reserves  the  right  to  pasture  said  parcel  of  land, 
"and  to  cut  and  remove  from  said  parcel  of  land  not  to  exceed  25 
"cords  of  wood  each  year  during  the  term  of  this  lease.     *     *     * 
2374  "The  said  lessor  is  hereby  given  the  privilege,  at  any  time 

"during  the  term  of  this  lease,  or  in  the  event  that  said  lessee 
"exercise  his  option  under  this  agreement,  to  remove  from  said 
"premises  that  certain  stock  barn  now  upon  said  premises."  *  *  * 

"The  said  lessee  is  hereby  granted  and  given  the  right  to  sink 
"such  wells  during  the  term  of  this  lease  as  he  may  desire  upon 
"said  premises,  and  use  all  water  gained  thereby,  or  that  may  be 
"flowing  over,  in  or  upon  said  premises,  in  the  operating  and  carry- 
ing on  any  works  operated  and  carried  on  by  him  on  said  premises ; 
"in  the  event  that  the  said  lessee  shall  sink  wells  upon  said  premises 
"and  case  the  same,  such  casing  may  be  removed  by  him  at  the 
"expiration  of  this  lease,  provided  that  all  wells  are  closed  in  such 
"manner  as  not  to  be  liable  to  injury  to  live  stock." 

"The  lessee  is  hereby  authorized  to  remove  any  and  all  gravel 
"found  upon  said  premises;  but  the  lessee  shall  pay  85  cents  per  car 
' '  to  the  lessor  for  every  carload  of  gravel  taken  from  said  property ; 
"the  lessee  shall  render  statements  to  the  lessor  on  the  tenth  day  of 
' '  each  month  as  to  the  quantity  of  gravel  removed  from  said  premises 
"during  the  preceeding  month,  and  all  amounts  due  for  gravel  so 
"taken,  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  paid  for  at  the  time  of  rendering  said 
"statement."  *  *  * 

"For  and  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  One  Thousand  Dollars 
"gold  coin  of  the  United  States  of  America  this  day  paid  by  the 
"said  lessee  to  the  said  lessor  herein,  receipt  whereof  is  hereby 
"acknowledged,  the  said  lessor  grants  to  the  said  lessee  during  the 
"term  of  this  lease  an  option  to  purchase  the  said  parcel  of  land 
"at  a  price  of  $150  for  each  and  every  acre  thereof." 
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Carbona  is  on  the  Western  Pacific.  If  I  spoke  of  gravel  land  2375 
at  Carbona,  it  is  a  mistake,  I  should  have  said  Carnegie,  which  is 
on  the  branch  of  the  Western  Pacific  Railway  that  runs  from  Car- 
bona to  Tesla.  For  gravel  purposes  I  considered  that  gravel  bed 
in  Section  35  east  of  Carnegie  equal  to  any  gravel  bed  that  I  know 
of.  If  this  property  is  only  good  for  gravel  purposes,  then  I  say 
that  I  could  duplicate  it  east  of  Carnegie  for  $9  an  acre.  This 
relates  to  the  market  value  of  the  property,  and  the  market  value 
of  the  property  at  Carnegie  is  an  index  of  the  market  value  of  this 
property  in-so-far  as  both  properties  are  most  valuable  for  gravel 
producing  purposes. 

One  of  them  is  located  within  two  or  three  miles  of  Pleasanton,  2376 
with  no  railroad  in  the  vicinity  of  it,  while  the  other  is  located  in 
Corral  Hollow  Creek  east  of  Carnegie,  on  a  branch  road  where  they 
have  taken  out  thousands  and  thousands  of  carloads  of  gravel  in 
the  last  5  or  7  years,  for  the  purpose  of  ballasting  the  railroad  in 
that  locality,  and  for  the  purpose  of  sale  for  road  making  in  San 
Joaquin  County,  and  in  the  city  of  Stockton.  I  have  heard  men 
who  are  considered  competent  to  judge,  say  that  it  is  good  ballast. 
I  do  not  think  the  Western  Pacific  took  any  large  quantity,  or  any 
quantity  at  all  of  gravel  out  of  this  place  that  I  am  referring  to  for 
the  purpose  of  ballasting  its  road.  They  got  most  of  the  gravel  for 
ballasting  in  the  vicinity  of  Carbona  and  west  of  Carbona  toward 
the  mouth  of  Corral  Hollow  Creek.  I  should  say  the  nearest  market  2377 
of  any  size  for  the  gravel  in  the  piece  that  I  am  referring  to,  would 
be  the  city  of  Stockton,  which  is  about  35  miles  from  there.  I  con- 
sider that  the  value  of  that  land  at  Carnegie  is  an  index  to  the  value 
of  this  land  in  Pleasanton,  both  being  mostly  valuable  for  gravel 
purposes.  It  is  my  opinion  as  an  expert  that  the  gravel  pit  at  Car- 
negie is  as  valuable  for  gravel  purposes  as  the  Schween  land.  The 
gravel  pit  at  Carnegie  belongs  to  the  Crocker-Dillon  people,  and 
there  have  been  thousands  and  thousands  of  loads  taken  out  during  2378 
the  past  6  or  7  years.  I  saw  it  last  month,  and  they  have  sunk  a  pit 
that  is  over  20  feet  deep,  and  they  have  not  reached  bottom  in  it 
anywhere.  There  is  hardly  any  clay  at  all  in  that  gravel  deposit; 
it  is  a  good  clean  sharp  gravel.  There  are  none  of  the  gravels  of 
California  that  won't  have  more  or  less  clay  in  them.  There  is  clay 
in  the  Grant  Gravel  Co.'s  gravel,  and  it  is  one  of  the  best  gravel 
pits  in  the  country,  although  I  consider  this  one  equally  as  good, 
and  there  is  less  clay  in  this  bed  on  Section  35  than  there  is  in  the 
Grant  Gravel  Co.'s  bed.  I  have  attempted  to  fix  the  market  value 
of  this  property,  and  in  arriving  at  market  value,  have  taken  into 
consideration  all  of  the  uses  to  which  the  property  can  be  put. 

Referring    particularly   to    Calaveras,    I    considered    the    possi-        2379 
bility  of  that  property  being  available  for  reservoir  purposes.     I 
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knew  at  that  time  that  the  company  owned  all  of  the  property 
necessary  to  create  a  reservoir  there,  and  I  considered  the  property 
for  every  purpose  for  which  it  could  be  used,  and  if  it  could  be  used 
for  reservoir  purposes,  I  considered  it,  and  I  put  my  value  on  it  for 
that  purpose.  The  value  of  that  property  for  reservoir  purposes,  in 
my  opinion,  is  the  same  as  I  put  on  it.  The  value  I  put  upon  it  was 
for  the  purpose  that  it  can  be  used  for,  and  all  the  purposes  that  it 
can  be  used  for  in  that  locality.  Its  value  for  a  reservoir  would  be 
no  greater  than  the  value  of  the  land  composing  the  site  of  the 
reservoir,  and  the  drainage  into  it.  If  I  were  sent  out  to  buy  that 
land,  and  would  try  to  buy  it  at  the  market  price,  regardless  of  the 
fact  whether  it  was  available  for  a  reservoir  purpose  or  not,  the  fact 
that  it  was  available  for  reservoir  purposes  afterwards  would  not 
increase  my  value  of  the  land.  I  did  not  confine  myself  to  the  rule 

2380  °f  putting  a  value  upon  these  lands  for  what  they  would  yield  to  a 
farmer. 

I  have  had  no  experience  at  all  in  regard  to  the  value  of  lands 
for  reservoir  purposes,  but  1  think  that  if  I  went  out  to  buy  that 
land,  that  I  would  buy  it  for  that  price,  and  only  pay  that  price  for 
it,  and  that  I  would  have  purchased  the  right  to  do  with  it  anything 
that  I  wanted  to  after  I  bought  it.  If  it  were  very  much  more 
valuable  for  reservoir  purposes  than  for  anything  else,  I  would  not 
give  it  any  value  because  of  that,  because  I  would  think  that  would 

2381  be  an  after  consideration  from  the  value  that  I  gave  it. 


THIRTY-FOURTH  HEARING.       SEPTEMBER  16,  1915. 
Witness:    M.  G.  CALLAGHAN,  for  Defendant. 
2384-2385  CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 

(Certain  corrections  noted  in  the  record.) 

In  determining  the  value  of  this  property,  I  assumed  that  it  was 
available  for  other  purposes  than  agricultural  purposes,  for  pasturage 
purposes,  and  that  the  market  value  represented  its  value  for  all  pur- 
poses for  which  it  could  be  used.  I  assumed  that  the  property  within 
the  water  line  of  the  Calaveras  Reservoir  was  available  for  building 
sites,  and  also  that  it  might  have  a  value  as  a  reservoir  site.  I  know 
2386  that  the  land  necessary  for  a  reservoir  site  is  all  in  one  ownership, 
but  I  do  not  know  whether  a  reservoir  site  is  needed  over  there.  The 
fact  of  whether  it  was  needed  or  not  would  depend  upon  the  owner 
of  the  property,  and  the  use  he  wanted  to  put  it  to.  The  owner 
would  have  to  part  with  his  ownership  before  it  would  be  available 
to  anyone  else  for  reservoir  purposes.  It  would  be  available  for  that 
purpose  in  the  hands  of  anybody,  and  its  value  would  be  its  market 
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value  for  all  purposes.  The  market  value  of  property  is  what  the 
property  is  worth  for  any  purpose  for  which  it  can  be  used.  In 
other  words,  what  a  willing  buyer  will  pay  to  a  willing  seller,  having 
in  view  all  the  uses  to  which  the  land  can  be  put.  The  purchaser  who 
has  bought  at  that  market  value  has  acquired  from  the  owner  the  2387 
right  to  the  use  of  that  land  for  any  purpose  that  he  may  want  to  use 
it  for.  I  have  never  discussed  the  matter  of  reservoir  value  with  Mr. 
Steinhart  and  Mr.  Searls  up  to  last  night,  and  did  not  know  what 
their  theory  was  of  valuing  this  land  for  reservoir  purposes,  or 
whether  they  intended  to  value  it  for  reservoir  purposes.  I  had  some 
knowledge  of  their  view  or  theory  in  regard  to  the  valuation  of  this 
Calaveras  property,  because  I  heard  them  discussing  it  with  Mr. 
Means,  and  I  gathered  from  the  discussion  that  the  land  was  valuable 
for  reservoir  purposes  only  in  so  far  as  its  market  value  was  con- 
cerned. I  was  not  trying  to  maintain  that  theory  yesterday,  but  was 
simply  answering  your  questions  as  I  saw  the  situation.  2388 

The  value  of  that  property  for  agricultural  purposes  has  a  rela- 
tion to  its  value  for  reservoir  purposes,  because  I  believe  that  the 
market  value  of  that  property  represents  its  value  for  all  purposes, 
and  in  determining  its  market  value,  it  is  necessary  to  take  into  con- 
sideration its  availability  for  all  purposes.  In  arriving  at  its  market 
value,  I  considered  that  if  I  was  called  upon  to  purchase  that  prop- 
erty that  I  should  acquire  it  in  its  entirety  for  all  uses  that  it  could 
be  put  to  for  the  price  that  I  put  upon  it,  and  that  that  was  its 
market  value,  and  that  market  value  included  all  the  uses  to  which 
the  property  could  be  put.  Whatever  relation  its  value  for  reservoir 
purposes  bore  to  its  market  value  was  all  included  and  considered  by  2389 
me  in  its  market  value.  In  other  words,  in  arriving  at  its  market 
value,  I  took  into  consideration  the  extent  to  which  its  market  value 
related  to  its  value  for  all  other  purposes. 

I  could  not  say  whether  the  Calaveras  Reservoir  site  is  more  valu- 
able for  reservoir  purposes  than  for  farming  or  pasturage  purposes, 
but  I  do  consider  that  its  value  for  all  purposes  is  reflected  in  its 
market  value,  which  is  its  value  for  all  purposes.  I  do  not  know 
whether  it  is  more  valuable  for  reservoir  purposes  than  for  agricul- 
tural purposes.  It  may  be  more  valuable  for  reservoir  purposes  than  2390 
it  is  for  agricultural  purposes,  but  that  will  all  depend  upon  the  will 
of  the  owner  of  the  property.  It  might  be  more  valuable  for  reservoir 
purposes  than  for  agricultural  purposes.  I  do  not  know  the  income 
to  be  derived  from  it  for  reservoir  purposes,  or  the  cost  of  developing 
it,  or  the  possible  profits  to  be  derived  from  its  use  as  a  reservoir.  It  is  2391 
not  fair  to  say  that  I  do  not  know  anything  about  its  value  for  res- 
ervoir purposes,  because  I  think  I  know  its  market  value,  and  that 
value  reflects  its  value  for  all  the  purposes  that  it  could  possibly  be 
used  for.  In  order  to  determine  market  value,  one  must  know  the 
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availability  to  a  certain  extent,  of  the  property  for  all  purposes,  but 
one  must  also  know  what  similar  lands  are  selling  for  in  similar  lo- 
calities. I  do  not  know  of  any  similar  lands  available  for  reservoir 
purposes  anywhere  within  50  or  100  miles  of  this  Calaveras  site.  To 
determine  market  value,  you  must  take  into  consideration  the  avail- 

2392  ability  of  the  land  for  all  purposes,  and  also  the  prices  that  similar 
land,  used  for  similar  purposes,  can  be  purchased  for,  and  as  there 
is  no  land  within  50  miles  of  this  land  available  for  the  purpose  for 
which  this  land  is  available,  I  can  get  no  comparison  for  values  from 
that  source,  hence  my  only  value  of  this  land  is  market  value,  and 
that  is  the  value  that  a  willing  buyer  will  pay  to  a  willing  seller.    In 
arriving  at  market  value,  I  do  not  exclude  its  value  for  reservoir  pur- 
poses.   I  include  everything  that  it  might  be  used  for,  in  arriving  at 
market  value.     I  know  the  value  of  lands  because  of  its  availability 
for  reservoir  purposes,  because  I  know  market  value,  and  that  market 
value  includes  every  item  of  value  that  it  may  have  for  any  purpose 
that  it  may  be  used  for. 

2393  The  following  question  and  answer  from  the  previous  days  tes- 
timony was  read. 

"Q.  What  experience  have  you  had  that  enables  you  to  de- 
termine the  value  of  land  for  reservoir  purposes?  A.  No  experience 
at  all  in  regards  to  the  value  of  lands  for  reservoir  purposes,  but  that 
I  think  that  if  I  went  out  to  buy  that  land  that  I  would  buy  it  for 
that  price,  and  only  pay  that  price  for  it,  that  I  would  have  purchased 
the  right  to  do  with  it  anything  that  I  wanted  to  do  with  it  after  I 
bought  it". 

I  still  say  that  I  have  experience  that  enables  me  to  determine 
the  value  of  land  for  reservoir  purposes,  because  experience  in  the 
market  value  of  land  enables  me  to  determine  the  value  of  land  for 
all  purposes  for  which  it  can  be  used. 

The  following  question  and  answer  was  read: 

' '  Q.  Suppose  it  was  very  much  more  valuable  for  reservoir  pur- 
poses than  for  any  other  use,  would  you  give  it  any  value  because  of 

2394  that?    A.    No.    I  would  think  that  would  be  an  after  consideration, 
if  it  was  found  to  be  more  valuable  for  reservoir  purposes,  that  would 
be  an  after  consideration  from  the  value  that  I  gave  it". 

I  remember  that  answer,  and  I  did  give  it  all  the  value  that  I 
thought  it  had.  That  would  be  an  after  consideration ;  in  other  words, 
if  the  purchaser  decided,  after  having  acquired  the  land,  that  he  could 
make  a  better  and  a  higher  use  of  it  for  reservoir  purposes  than  the 
uses  to  which  the  land  had  been  put  under  the  former  owner,  it  would 
be  the  purchaser's  privilege  to  use  the  land  which  he  had  bought  and 
paid  for  at  the  market  value,  for  any  purpose  that  he  wanted.  For 
the  purpose  of  buying  the  property,  the  purchaser  would  have  the 
right  to  determine  its  market  value  upon  the  use  which  the  previous 
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owner  had  made  of  it.  If  the  previous  owner  had  used  it  for  agri- 
culture, and  the  purchaser  knew  that  it  had  a  higher  value,  he  was 
not  obligated  to  go  to  the  owner  and  tell  him  that  the  property  had 
another  value  higher  than  the  agricultural  value,  and  that  he  wanted  2395 
to  pay  him  for  that  higher  value.  He  was  privileged  to  buy  the  land, 
and  after  he  acquired  it  at  market  value,  to  proceed  and  do  with  it  any- 
thing that  he  wanted  to  do.  In  determining  the  market  value,  the 
use  to  which  the  previous  owner  put  the  property  has  everything  in 
the  world  to  do  with  it.  The  market  value  is  not  its  value  for  the 
purpose  or  use  to  which  the  previous  owner  has  put  it.  Market  value 
is  a  value  arrived  at  and  determined  upon  when  a  willing  buyer  meets 
a  willing  seller,  both  taking  into  consideration  the  uses  to  which  the 
land  can  be  put.  In  the  answers  which  I  gave  here,  I  think  I  did  in 
every  case  take  into  consideration  the  availability  of  this  land  for 
reservoir  purposes.  I  stated  often  that  one  of  the  ways  and  means  I 
had  adopted  in  arriving  at  the  market  value  was  to  determine  what 
income  a  farmer  could  derive  from  these  properties.  I  do  not  think 
that  my  report  in  any  part  shows  where  I  have  mentioned  that  any 
of  this  land  is  available  for  water  production  or  reservoir  purposes.  In  2396 
appraising  this  land,  I  did  not  mention  its  value  for  reservoir  pur- 
poses in  my  notes,  because  when  I  appraised  it  at  market  value,  I 
appraised  it  at  its  full  value  for  any  purpose  it  could  be  used  for.  I 
cannot  mention  to  you  one  piece  of  land,  with  reference  to  which,  in  : 

placing  a  value  upon  it,  I  took  into  consideration  its  availability  for 
reservoir  purposes  or  for  water  production,  but  I  did  take  into  con- 
sideration every  element  of  value  that  I  could  find  to  be  connected 
with  the  land,  and  I  concluded  that  the  prices  that  I  put  upon  the 
land,  and  the  market  value  that  I  arrived  at,  was  its  value  for  all  pur- 
poses. There  is  no  tract  of  land  upon  which  I  confined  its  value  to  2397 
agricultural  and  pasturage  purposes.  I  also  used  as  a  criterion,  the 
value  that  similar  land  sold  for  around  that  locality,  and  I  applied 
that  rule,  to  a  certain  extent,  in  fixing  the  value  of  these  lands  within 
the  Calaveras  Reservoir  site.  I  did  not  have  in  mind  any  sales  made 
in  that  locality  which  I  used  as  a  basis  for  fixing  those  values.  I  did 
not  find  any  such  sales,  although  I  was  looking  for  them,  because  I  do 
not  know  of  any  other  site  like  Calaveras  for  a  reservoir,  and  the  sales 
that  I  refer  to  were  the  sales  of  agricultural  lands  within  ten  or  fifteen 
miles  of  Calaveras,  none  of  which  were  available  for  reservoir  pur- 
poses. They  were  not  comparable  in  any  way  to  these  Calaveras  lands  2398 
for  reservoir  purposes.  I  could  not  find  any  lands  that  were  com- 
parable, so  that  comparison  was  denied  me. 

My  rule  for  the  determination  of  the  value  of  this  property  is 
market  value,  which  I  think  includes  every  element  of  value  that  it 
has.  "Without  the  opportunity  for  comparison  of  this  property  with 
similar  property,  there  is  no  other  rule  to  be  applied,  except  market 
value,  and  that  is  the  rule  that  I  have  applied.  I  do  not  admit  that  I 
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have  no  rule  or  guide  for  determining  the  market  value  of  this  par- 

2399  ticular  property. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

To  determine  what  a  willing  buyer  would  pay  a  willing  seller,  I 
have  no  criterion,  except  that  I  could  be  shown  the  market  value  of 
similar  reservoir  lands  in  the  locality.  The  only  thing  I  could  apply 
in  this  case  is  what  a  willing  buyer  will  pay  a  willing  seller — market 
value. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 

I  apply  in  this  case  what  a  willing  buyer  will  pay  a  willing  seller 
for  any  purposes  the  purchaser  may  want  to  use  the  land  for,  and 
what  a  willing  buyer  will  pay  a  willing  seller  is  generally  what  similar 
land  is  worth.  I  have  been  deprived  of  any  knowledge  as  to  what 
similar  land  is  worth,  but  I  have,  in  my  appraisal,  to  fall  back  on  the 
market  value,  and  to  say  that  my  opinion  of  the  market  value  of  that 
land  is  what  I  have  put  upon  it,  and  that  is  my  opinion  of  its  highest 
value  for  any  purpose.  I  may  be  wrong,  but  I  am  giving  you  my 

2400  opinion. 

What  a  willing  buyer  will  pay  a  willing  seller  is  what  other  prop- 
erty of  the  same  description  is  worth,  and  that  is  market  value,  but 
there  is  an  element  in  there  of  this  character :  the  prospective  buyer 
may  have  in  view  a  higher  use  for  the  land  than  the  former  owner  has 
been  putting  it  to.  The  first  owner  may  not  know  the  availability  of 
the  property  for  all  purposes.  If  he  did,  the  prospective  purchaser 
may  pay  a  little  higher  price  for  it  than  he  otherwise  would.  If  the 
first  owner  does  not  know  the  availability  of  the  property  for  all  pur- 
poses, he  would  probably  sell  it  for  less  than  it  was  worth.  I  have 
not  any  rule  for  determining  its  market  value,  other  than  what  the 
land  will  sell  for,  and  I  cannot  lend  any  more  aid  for  the  determina- 
tion of  the  value  of  that  property  than  I  have  already  suggested.  I 
think  the  market  value  of  that  property  is  its  value  for  all  purposes  it 

2401  can  possibly  be  used  for. 

We  are  going  around  the  circle,  because  its  market  value  is  its 
value  for  all  purposes,  but  I  will  not  admit  that  I  am  not  able  to  tell 
the  market  value  of  that  Calaveras  Reservoir  site,  and  I  do  not  think 
it  necessarily  follows  from  what  I  have  stated  within  the  last  five 
minutes  that  I  am  not  able  to  tell  the  market  value.  I  think  that  if 
I  were  to  buy  that  land  for  the  prices  that  I  have  put  upon  it,  that  I 
would  have  bought  it  for  any  use  I  wanted  to  put  it  to.  I  think  these 
prices  do  represent  its  market  value,  but  as  to  the  question,  for  what 
purpose,  I  cannot  give  you  any  other  answer ;  I  cannot  explain  it  any 
further. 

That  land  might  be  worth  twice  as  much  for  reservoir  purposes 
as  the  aggregate  of  the  values  I  have  placed  upon  it.  I  do  not  know 

2402  that  the  market  value  is  twice  as  much  as  the  aggregate  of  the  values 
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I  have  placed  upon  the  individual  parcels.     Assuming  that  it  has  a 

value  for  reservoir  purposes,  I  don't  know  whether  its  value  for  such 

purposes  is  twice  or  three  times  as  much  as  my  market  value  of  it. 

I  have  been  over  in  that  community  a  good  deal.     I  have  heard  that 

that  property  is  much  more  valuable  for  water  purposes  than  for  any 

other  purpose,  and  I  recognize  the  soundness  of  that.     I  recognize 

that  the  property  is  very  much  more  valuable  for  water  purposes  than        2403 

for  agricultural  purposes,  but  I  would  expect  to  buy  it  for  reservoir 

purposes,  or  for  any  other  purpose  for  the  same  price  I  put  on  it,  and 

if  I  had  a  chance  to  go  out  and  prove  that,  I  could  buy  it  if  I  had  the 

right  to  condemn  it. 

I  placed  a  value  upon  the  Arroyo  Honda  land  based  upon  their 
availability  for  grazing  purposes,  together  with  what  similar  lands 
sold  for  for  grazing  purposes.  This  was  the  only  element  that  I 
took  into  consideration,  as  I  didn't  consider  that  they  had  any  other 
value.  That  was  the  highest  use.  I  have  in  a  general  way  regarded 
those  lands  on  Arroyo  Honda  as  much  more  available  and  valuable 
for  their  production  of  water  than  for  any  use  that  could  be  made 
of  them  for  grazing  purposes,  but  I  am  not  an  expert  on  water  prop-  2404 
ositions.  I  do  not  claim  to  be  a  hydraulic  engineer,  or  an  expert  on 
water  production,  but  those  elements  were  all  considered  by  me, 
and  influenced  me  in  making  my  valuations,  but  because  of  my  lack 
of  knowledge  of  hydraulic  engineering  and  the  production  of  water, 
I  had  no  way  of  arriving  at  a  value  for  that  purpose,  and  hence  I 
had  to  place  a  value  on  those  lands  for  their  uses  for  agricultural 
purposes.  I  said  that  I  took  into  consideration  the  availability  of 
the  Calaveras  property  for  reservoir  purposes  because  I  considered 
that  the  market  value  is  the  value  for  all  purposes. 

I  did  not  say  that  the  Arroyo  Honda  lands  are  much  more  valu-  2405 
able  for  water  production  than  for  grazing  purposes.  They  may 
have  a  higher  value  for  water  purposes,  but  I  do  not  know  that 
value,  and  I  would  expect  to  acquire  whatever  value  they  had  for 
water  purposes  in  the  prices  that  I  have  put  upon  them,  and  by  con- 
sidering the  market  value  of  the  land.  The  market  value  of  these 
particular  lands  I  got  by  considering  their  usefulness  for  grazing 
purposes,  and  what  similar  lands  would  sell  for  in  similar  localities. 

I  do  not  admit  that  I  am  unable  to  determine  the  market  value 
of  the  Arroyo  Honda  lands  because  of  my  inability  to  consider  the 
value  of  water  production,  because  I  am  not  a  hydraulic  engineer. 
I  consider  that  I  could  go  out  and  buy  this  land  for  the  prices  I 
have  put  upon  the  parcels,  and  after  I  had  purchased  and  acquired 
them,  I  could  use  them  for  any  purpose  that  I  wanted  to  use  them 
for.  2406 

The  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,  bought  a  lot  of  these  lands  for 
less  money  than  I  have  put  upon  them;  that  is  an  evidence  that 
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those  lands  were  bought  with  the  idea  of  their  availability  for  water 
purposes  in  view,  and  that  they  could  be  bought  at  their  value  for 
grazing  purposes  rather  than  their  value  for  water  purposes.  I  do 
not  think  that  if  the  market  value  of  these  Arroyo  Honda  lands 
had  been  taken  into  consideration  on  the  basis  of  their  availability 
for  water  production,  that  that  market  value  would  have  been  very 
much  in  excess  of  the  value  which  I  have  placed  upon  those  lands. 
The  fact  of  whether  it  would  have  been  in  excess  at  all  of  the  market 
value  which  I  have  placed  upon  them  would  depend  upon  the  anxiety 
of  the  owner  to  sell,  or  not  to  sell.  If  an  owner  was  satisfied  with 
his  holdings,  and  was  not  desirous  of  selling,  the  chances  are  you 
would  have  to  pay  more  for  it  than  if  you  found  an  owner  that  was 
anxious  to  sell,  so  that  the  conditions  surrounding  the  ownership 

2407  would,  to  a  certain  extent,  determine  the  values  you  would  have  to 
pay  for  those  lands  if  you  had  to  acquire  them  for  water  purposes. 

If  the  availability  of  those  Arroyo  Honda  lands  for  water  pro- 
duction had  been  taken  into  consideration,  it  might  have  been  that 
their  market  value  so  determined  would  be  in  excess  of  the  market 
value  which  I  have  given,  for  the  owner  of  those  lands  might,  if  he 
found  that  the  prospective  purchaser  had  to  have  them,  hold  them 
up  at  a  stiffer  figure  than  I  have  put  on  them.  If  those  conditions 
existed,  and  those  considerations  were  assumed  by  the  buyer,  or  by 
the  seller,  namely,  that  the  lands  were  available  for  water  produc- 
tion, it  might  very  well  be  that  a  prospective  purchaser  would  pay 
more  for  those  lands  than  I  have  put  upon  some  of  them.  If  the 
buyer  and  purchaser  both  realized  the  availability  of  these  Arroyo 
Honda  lands  for  water  production,  it  is  quite  probable  that  in  ar- 
riving at  the  market  value  it  would  be  greater  than  I  have  placed 

2408  upon  those  parcels,  but  if  I  was  a  prospective  purchaser  of  those 
lands,  I  would  get  them  for  the  price  I  put  upon  them. 

I  am  still  prepared  to  say  that  I  have  found  market  value.  I 
cannot  reason  with  myself  that  I  have  failed  to  take  into  considera- 
tion all  the  availability  of  these  lands  in  arriving  at  their  market 
values.  I  have  put  upon  those  lands  what  they  are  really  worth  to 
any  person.  A  purchaser  of  those  lands  could  acquire  them  at  the 
prices  that  I  have  put  upon  them,  and  after  having  acquired  them, 
he  should  have  to  the  right  to  do  with  them  as  he  felt  like  doing. 

2409  They  would  probably  be  more  valuable  after  he  had  acquired  them 
at  that  price  if  he  found  that  he  could  use  them  for  water  produc- 
tion purposes.     It  is  not  their  availability  for  that  purpose  that 
makes  them  more  valuable.    It  is  their  ownership.  The  former  owner 
might  have  those  lands,  and  there  might  be  mineral  deposits  there 
which  would  be  of  no  value  to  him  for  that  purpose,  if  he  did  not 
have  the  money  to  develop  them,  whereas  the  purchaser,  having  the 
financial  ability  to  develop  them,  would  be  entitled  to  use  and  get 
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out  of  them  every  atom  of  value  which  they  had,  and  in  so  doing, 
he  would  not  have  done  any  injustice  to  the  former  owner. 

Those  lands  are  in  one  ownership  now,  namely,  the   Spring 
Valley  Water  Co.,  which  I  assume  has  the  money  to  develop  them. 
To  a  certain  extent  the  value  of  these  lands  depends  upon  the  ability       2410 
of  the  owner  to  take  the  most  out  of  them,  and  to  use  them  for  the 
highest  use. 

In  determining  market  value,  I  did  not  exclude  the  use  for  2411 
the  production  of  water  from  consideration.  I  included  that  use  in 
my  market  value,  but  I  do  not  know  whether  the  present  owner  can 
use  them  to  a  higher  advantage  without  having  any  knowledge 
of  engineering.  I  claim  that  my  appraisal  of  these  properties  in- 
cluded also  the  land  upon  which  pasturage  grew,  and  every  item  of 
value  connected  with  it  in  every  way,  shape,  manner  and  form.  I 
think  I  took  into  consideration  their  availability  for  water  produc- 
tion. That  was  my  intention,  anyhow.  It  is  my  candid  opinion  that 
I  did  include  everything  in  that  land,  clear  down  to  the  center 
of  the  earth  and  up  to  the  sky  above.  If  I  could  have  acquired  the 
land  at  the  prices  I  put  upon  them,  I  would  have  owned  the  land 
and  everything  connected  with  it.  The  price  at  which  I  acquired 
it  was  the  market  value,  and  that  price  would  have  been  its  value  for 
grazing  purposes — speaking  of  the  Arroyo  Honda  lands — or  for  any 
other  purpose  that  I  wanted  to  use  it  for. 

RE-DIRECT  EXAMINATION   BY   MR.   STEIN  HART.  2412 

Market  value  did  not  depend  wholly  on  the  owner;  it  depended 
upon  the  willingness  of  the  owner  to  sell  the  property,  and  the 
anxiety  of  the  purchaser  to  buy  it,  and  when  I  place  my  market 
value  on  a  piece  of  land,  it  does  not  make  any  difference,  so  far  as 
that  market  value  is  concerned,  who  owns  it.  I  did  not,  in  placing 
my  market  value  on  these  lands,  assume  that  the  owners  were  anxious 
to  sell,  and  would  take  a  smaller  price  because  of  that  anxiety.  I 
did  not  intend  to  say  that  the  Calaveras  or  the  Arroyo  Valle  lands 
were  worth  more  for  water  purposes  than  otherwise.  2413 

It  was  general  knowledge  in  1911,  that  the  Spring  Valley  Water 
Co.,  was  going  to  use  Calaveras  Valley  as  a  reservoir  site. 

I  did  not  wholly  place  my  valuation  upon  any  land  on  account 
of  its  productivity  or  what  it  would  produce.  In  arriving  at  my 
valuations,  I  also  used  the  fact  of  what  similar  lands  used  for  similar 
purposes  were  being  bought  for  and  could  be  bought  for  in  the 
open  market. 

In  working  out  my  cost  of  hay,  and  other  costs  and  profits,  I 
did  that  at  your  request  to  justify  my  appraisement,  and  it  was  done 
after  the  appraisements  were  made. 
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2415  The  Dougherty  lands  are  south  of  the  San  Antonio  lands,  which 
appear  on  Map  13.     They  are  in  Section  4,  township  5  south,  range 
2  east,  on  Indian  Creek.    They  are  2  miles  south  of  Section  21,  which 
is  owned  by  the  Spring  Valley  "Water  Co.,  in  San  Antonio,  and  are 

2416  about  a  similar  distance  from  Section  30.    They  compare  very  favor- 
ably to  the  Spring  Valley  lands,  and  are  of  a  similar  character  and 
subject  to  similar  uses.    On  May  25th,  1915,  Mr.  Parsons  and  myself 

2417  saw  Mr.  C.  F.  Dougherty,  and  he  said  he  would  sell  that  section  for 
about  $5,000,  that  being  $7.50  per  acre.    X-239,  on  Map  13,  is  similar 
land  to  this,  as  is  also  U-239,  and  a-239. 

(Counsel  for  Plaintiff  objected  to  the  answer  as  being  very  mis- 
leading, and  it  was  ruled  by  the  Master  that  it  had  better  be  stated 

2418  what  kind  of  land  the  Dougherty  land  is.) 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

I  have  been  upon  the  Dougherty  land,  which  is  pasture  land, 
and  these  lands  indicated  by  number  are  pasture  lands,  and  are 
located  in  the  same  locality  so  far  as  the  climatic  conditions  are  con- 
cerned. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

The  Dougherty  land  is  pasture  land,  situated  on  those  hills 
traversed  by  ravines,  and  similar  to  the  lands  just  referred  to,  owned 
by  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co. 

RE-DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.    STEINHART. 

It  is  no  rougher  land  than  the  lands  mentioned  as  owned  by 
the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  The  feed  is  practically  of  the  same 
kind,  and  the  same  creeks  run  through  the  land.  I  gave  the  Spring 
Valley  lands  an  added  value  over  this  land  on  account  of  being  nearer 
the  valley.  I  did  not  know  at  the  time  that  I  placed  the  value  upon 
the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  's  land,  that  this  land  could  be  purchased 

2419  for  this  price.     I  do  not  think  the  Dougherty  land  has  been  sold  as 
yet,  and  do  not  know  whether  it  has  been  for  sale  for  any  length  of 
time. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  do  not  know  whether  it  has  been  sold. 

RE-DIRECT  EXAMINATION   BY   MR.   STEINHART. 

The  Malley  purchase  is  land  adjoining  the  Spring  Valley  land, 
and  it  is  the  northeast  quarter  of  Section  28,  immediately  south  of 
X-239.  Malley  is  the  present  owner,  and  the  land,  I  understand, 
is  offered  for  sale.  (The  owner  told  Mr.  McDonald,  who  commu- 

2420  nicated  the  information  to  the  witness.)     Mr.  Malley  offered  the  land 
for  $800,  and  states  that  he  had  an  offer  of  $600  for  it,  or  $3.75  per 
acre  from  the  tenant  now  on  the  land.    I  am  familiar  with,  and  have 
been  upon  this  Malley  land.    It  is  similar  in  type  to  the  land  owned 
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by  the   Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,   adjoining  it.     It  is  fairly  open 

pasture  land,  traversed  in  the  westerly  corner  by  a  ravine  running 

into  San  Antonio  Creek;  it  is  open  pasture  on  the  ridge,  with  not 

very  much  brushy  area  on  the  land.    The  parcel  immediately  north 

of  it  I  valued  at  $10.    X-239  is  comparatively  about  the  same  as  the        2421 

Malley  land  in  regards  to  open  spaces.     There  are  160  acres  in  the 

Malley  land,  640  acres  in  X-239.    The  area  of  pasture,  acre  for  acre, 

is  about  the  same.    The  feed  on  both  places  is  similar.    The  Malley 

place  is  fairly  open,  and  not  very  much  broken  up,  except  in  that 

corner  where  the  ravine  passes  through  it  that  empties  into  San 

Antonio  Creek.    It  is  not  quite  so  rugged  as  X-239  is  in  places,  but 

as  a  whole  it  is  very  comparable  land  as  regards  ruggedness.     The 

land  purchased  by  J.  E.  Conniff,  in  October,  1914,  from  the  trustees        2422 

of  the  Leland  Stanford,  Jr.,  University,  which  is  located  about  5  or 

6  miles  east  of  Livermore,  is  more  accessible  than  the  San  Antonio 

land.     The  Patterson  road  passes  through  the  middle  of  it,  which 

is  a  county  road,  and  it  is  very  accessible.    It  is  practically  a  level 

road  from  Livermore  to  the  Conniff  place.     The  land  is  practically 

all  fit  for  cultivation,  and  it  is  all  under  cultivation.    I  have  stored  in 

the  Farmer's  Warehouse  200  tons  of  hay — good  hay — that  was  raised 

on  100  acres  of  that  land  this  year.    It  runs  about  2  tons  to  the  acre. 

(Memorandum  of  sale :  Stanford  University  trustees  to  J.  E.  Conniff, 

October,  1914,  320  acres,  at  $32.50  per  acre.)     There  is  an  area  of       2423 

this  land  around  the  house,  where  the  creek  comes  down,  and  water 

is  available  for  irrigation,  upon  which  he  raises  tomatoes,  and  he 

has  a  patch  of  alfalfa  there  also,  and  some  corn.    The  Conniff  piece 

is  the  west  half  of  Section  9,  township  3  south,  range  3  east,  Mount 

Diablo  Base  and  Meridian. 

The  land  sold  by  Goad  to  Vieux  was  in  the  south  or  southeast 
portion  of  the  tract  through  which  the  Western  Pacific  tunnel  goes. 
It  is  reached  by  a  road  off  the  Mission  Pass  road,  and  is  a  level 
valley  up  in  there  on  which  Mr.  Vieux  raises  wheat  and  barley  and 
vegetables.  This  land  is  comparable  with  any  land  owned  by  the 
Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,  on  what  is  generally  known  as  the  east  side  2424 
of  Mission  Peak,  extending  from  the  southerly  boundary  line  of  the 
Spring  Valley  holdings  on  that  ridge  to  Sunol,  and  also  comparable 
with  lands  owned  by  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,  in  San  Antonio 
Valley. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

I  did  not  compare  it  to  that  portion  of  the  De  Saissett  property, 
valued  at  $175  an  acre,  as  I  did  not  include  that  parcel.  I  was  com- 
mencing at  a  point  on  the  southerly  line  of  Alameda  Creek,  say  the 
Priesker  place,  and  extending  on  that  slope  east  of  Mission  Peak, 
which  will  include  the  Priesker  place,  the  Levy  place,  the  Brandt- 
Hansen  place,  the  Weller  place,  the  Santos  place,  a  portion  of  Sec- 
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tion  9  adjoining  the  A.  A.  Moore  property  on  Mission  Peak,  the 
Mendoza  place,  D-268,  portions  of  the  Bachmann  ranch,  the  Roma- 
guiere  place,  the  lands  in  San  Antonio  Valley  south  of  the  Apperson 
lands,  the  lands  farmed  by  Saramento,  and  the  lands  rented  to 
Frager,  which  are  T-239,  S-239,  Q-239,  P-239,  and  R-239.  I  consider 
this  Goad  land  as  comparable  with  any  of  those  lands. 

RE-DIRECT  EXAMINATION   BY   MR.   STEINHART. 

I  believe  they  are  more  accessible  than  the  lands  east  of  Mis- 
sion Peak;  fully  as  accessible  as  the  lands  in  San  Antonio  Valley, 
and  they  are  as  fertile  and  will  produce  as  much,  and  probably  more 
per  acre  for  farming  purposes  than  those  lands  will  produce.  T-239 
is  also  included  in  that  estimate. 


THIRTY-FIFTH  HEARING.         SEPTEMBER  17,  1915. 
Witness:    M.  G.  CALLAGHAN,  for  Defendant. 

RE-DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.   STEINHART. 

I  did  not  intend  to  say  that  the  San  Antonio  lands,  or  any  of  the 
2425  Spring  Valley  lands  were  worth  more  for  water  purposes  than  other- 
wise. Referring  to  the  following  questions  asked  me  yesterday,  and 
the  answers  thereto,  I  do  not  desire  my  answers  to  stand:  "Q. 
Haven't  you  heard  on  all  hands  that  that  property  over  there  is  much 
more  valuable  for  water  purposes  than  for  any  other  purpose?  A. 
Yes,  I  have". 

"Q.    Don't  you  recognize  the  soundness  of  that?     A.    Yes". 
(Counsel  for  Plaintiff  objected  to  this  method  of  examination, 
and  the  Master  ruled  that  if  it  was  desired  that  the  witness  should 
testify  differently  at  this  time  than  he  did  at  the  time  of  answering 
2427-2431  the  a1t)0ve  questions,  that  Counsel  for  the  Defendant  should  ask  him 
the  same  line  of  questions,  and  have  him  answer  differently.) 

In  reaching  my  conclusion  as  to  the  value  of  the  Arroyo  Valle 
2432-2434  lands,  I  had  a  knowledge  of  the  price  at  which  lands  were  offered  in 
that  vicinity  by  W.  J.  Dingee.  These  lands  were  located  on  the  east 
side  of  the  ridge  of  the  Arroyo  Valle,  and  on  the  west  side  of  the 
Mocho.  In  1912  Judge  Geary,  in  Oakland,  who  was  an  agent  of 
Dingee,  the  owner  of  the  land,  asked  me  to  endeavor  to  sell  Section 
23,  township  4  south,  range  3  east,  at  $4  an  acre.  This  land  com- 
prises the  whole  of  Section  23,  and  is  rough  pasturage  land  in  the 
Mocho  watershed,  which  grows  ordinary  feed.  It  is  badly  cut  up, 
and  is  similar  land  to  Section  33,  owned  by  the  Spring  Valley  Water 
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Co.,  across  the  range.    Section  33  is  parcel  V-243.    This  Dingee  land       2435 
was  for  sale  during  1912,  and  is  about  the  same  kind  of  land  as  V-243, 
and  both  places  are  about  identical  as  to  accessibility.    I  do  know  of 
other  lands  similar  in  type  to  the  Calaveras  Valley  and  hill  lands 
within  a  radius  of  50  miles  of  that  place.    I  did  not  know  of  them  at        2436 
the  time  my  appraisal  was  made  of  the  Calaveras  lands,  but  have  used 
them  to  justify  that  appraisal,  and  to  test  out  whether  I  was  correct 
or  not  in  that  appraisal. 

I  know  the  McDermott  lands,  which  are  located  in  the  foothills 
east  of  Madrone,  and  are  a  distance  of  approximately  10  or  12  miles 
in  a  southerly  or  easterly  direction  from  the  Calaveras  lands.  (The 
witness  located  these  lands  on  the  Santa  Clara  County  map  in  com- 
parison with  the  Calaveras  range  lands,  and  judged  the  distance,  as 
indicated  on  the  map,  to  be  15  or  20  miles  between  these  lands  and  the 
Calaveras  lands.)  The  McDermott  ranch  consists  of  valley  and  hill 
farming  and  pasture  land.  It  is  traversed  by  Packwood  and  Hoover 
Creeks,  and  along  Packwood  Creek  is  located  Packwood  Valley,  on 
which  there  are  70  acres  of  alfalfa,  with  a  $5,000  pumping  plant.  2437 
There  are  orchards  of  different  varieties  of  fruit,  olives,  prunes,  pears, 
apples,  apricots,  and  others;  a  good  residence  in  fair  condition  is  on 
the  property,  together  with  one  of  the  largest  barns  in  Santa  Clara 
County,  and  several  smaller  barns  used  for  storing  the  hay  which  is 
cut  off  those  valleys.  In  Hoover  Valley  is  a  large  barn  surrounded  by 
several  acres  of  level  land,  from  which  a  good  crop  of  hay  has  been 
secured  this  year.  Considerable  areas  on  the  slopes  of  Hoover  and 
Packwood  Valleys  can  be  farmed  in  the  McDermott  ranch.  The  hill 
land  is  good  open  pasture.  It  is  a  very  desirable  cattle  range  that 
will  raise  enough  hay  to  carry  a  large  herd  of  cattle  through  any  or- 
dinary dry  year.  It  is  similar  in  accessibility  from  the  valley  as  the 
Calaveras  Valley  is.  It  is  reached  from  the  Santa  Clara  Valley  by 
turning  east  at  Madrone,  and  going  up  Coyote  Creek  about  a  mile  or 
a  mile  and  a  quarter  to  the  road  going  into  San  Felipe  Creek  on  what 
was  formerly  the  Webber  ranch;  from  there  the  road  follows  along 
the  slope  of  the  hill,  past  a  place  called  Turner's  and  into  Packwood 
Valley. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

To  get  to  the  McDermott  ranch,  you  pass  through  a  corner  of 
the  property  that  was  formerly  C.  N.  and  J.  H.  Webbers'. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

There  .are  14,383  acres  in  this  ranch. 

RE-DIRECT  EXAMINATION   BY   MR.   STEINHART. 

The  road  by  which  you  reach  this  ranch  is  a  public  road  from        2438 
Madrone  to  the  gate,  but  I  do  not  know  whether  it  is  a  public  road 
from  the  gate  on.     There  is  another  road  coming  into  the  place  from 
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San  Jose,  which  is  a  nearer  way  of  going  in  than  from  Madrone,  and 
it  passes  through  Evergreen,  through  the  Morrow  ranch,  and  past  the 
Webber  homestead. 

To  the  best  of  my  judgment  I  would  say  that  in  Packwood  Val- 
ley there  are  350  or  400  acres  of  valley  land,  and  in  Hoover  Valley 
approximately  from  100  to  150  acres  of  valley  land.  This  valley  land 
is  good  land.  A  considerable  acreage  of  hill  lands  might  be  farmed, 
but  I  could  not  give  you  an  estimate  of  the  amount  of  hill  farming 
land  that  is  there.  The  slopes  to  the  valleys  are  possible  of  cultiva- 
tion, and  considerable  areas  on  tops  of  the  ridges  are  level  enough  for 
cultivation.  There  are  roads  going  up  from  the  valley  to  those  areas 
on  the  slopes  that  are  not  very  steep,  and  over  which  crops  could  be 
hauled. 

The  feed  on  the  hill  grazing  land  is  the  usual  feed  grown  on  those 

hills  on  the  east  side  of  the  Santa  Clara  Valley,  with  considerable  wild 

2439       oats,  alfileria  and  clover.     The  feed  on  this  ranch  is  better  feed,  and 

will  support  more  cattle  per  acre,  than  the  hill  lands  of  the  Calaveras 

Valley. 

I  did  go  upon  the  McDermott  land  once,  and  went  over  it  suffici- 
ently to  acquaint  myself  with  its  topography  and  characteristics,  and 
to  learn  what  it  would  produce.  It  is  for  sale,  and  the  attorney  for 
the  administrator  of  the  McDermott  Estate  informed  me  that  the 
ranch  could  be  bought  for  $8.55  per  acre. 

(The  question  to  which  the  following  is  an  answer  was  objected 
to  by  Counsel  for  Plaintiff,  but  the  testimony  was  allowed  with  the 
understanding  that  the  objection  would  be  kept  under  reservation  by 
2439-2441  the  Master.) 

The  attorney  stated  to  me  definitely  that  it  would  be  sold  at  that 
figure,  and  asked  me  to  use  my  efforts  amongst  the  stock  men  of  my 
acquaintance  around  Livermore,  particularly  with  Hayes  and  Daven- 
ney,  and  endeavor  to  sell  the  ranch  for  him.  I  know  that  land  has 

2442  been  for  sale,  at  least  since  the  month  of  June  of  the  present  year,  and 
can  be  bought  now,  I  believe,  for  $8.55  an  acre.    I  used  it  principally 
in  comparison  to  prove  my  value  of  the  Calaveras  land.    The  counsel 

2443  for  the  administrator  of  the  McDermott  Estate  showed  me  the  docu- 
ment containing  the  appraised  value  of  this  ranch.    I  do  not  remember 
the  total  appraised  value. 

2446  For  the  purpose  of  comparison,  I  compared  the  price  at  which  the 

McDermott  land  was  being  offered  with  a  similar  acreage  of  land  in 
Calaveras,  and  I  went  further  than  that.  I  took  the  appraised  valua- 
tion of  the  McDermott  Estate  at  $9.50  and  put  it  against  my  valua- 
tion of  Calaveras  lands.  I  included  none  of  the  valley  lands  of  Calav- 
eras in  my  comparison,  but  I  did  include  some  of  the  hill  farming 
land,  such  as  the  Dennis  Cullen  place,  and  the  Levy  place. 
2447-2448  (A  table  and  map  offered  in  evidence.)  The  average  price  placed 
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by  me  on  the  acreage  which  I  took  in  Calaveras  for  comparison  was 
$11.57,  and  the  appraised  valuation  of  the  inheritance  tax  appraiser 
on  the  McDermott  ranch  was  $9.50.  (Table  marked  for  identification 
"Exhibit  McDermott  ranch".) 

I  did  not  assume  that  any  particular  class  of  fruit  trees  could 
not  be  grown  in  Calaveras.  My  assumption  was  that  fruit  trees  could 
be  grown  there,  but  not  successfully  commercially,  for  the  reason  that 
it  was  not  demonstrated  by  a  sufficient  number  of  orchards  in  bearing. 
With  proper  care,  I  assumed  that  the  orchards  that  are  there  would 
be  thrifty  enough  to  be  fairly  good  family  orchards.  I  assumed  that 
almonds  could  not  be  grown  commercially  in  Calaveras,  but  I  did  not  2449 
assume  that  they  could  not  be  grown  at  all. 

I  am  not  a  chemist  and  do  not  know  the  chemical  difference  be- 
tween black  and  white  alkali.  When  I  stated  there  was  black  alkali 
on  the  Chabot  piece,  I  meant  that  the  results  of  the  alkali  in  that  soil  2450 
were  sufficient  to  justify  me  in  believing  that  it  was  black  alkali,  be- 
cause the  farmers  and  everybody  up  there  believed  that  the  alkali  that 
has  a  deleterious  effect  on  the  soil  is  black  alkali.  If  it  should  be 
proven  that  what  I  call  black  alkali  is  chemically  white  alkali,  or  what 
I  call  white  alkali  is  chemically  black  alkali,  it  would  not  make  any 
difference  in  my  valuation  of  the  Chabot  lands,  because  it  is  immaterial 
to  the  farmer  whether  his  crop  is  killed  by  black  or  white  alkali.  The 
results  are  what  count.  The  alfalfa  that  is  on  that  land  is  on  both  2451 
sides  of  the  county  road.  The  land  west  of  the  Alamo  Canal  is  not 
included  in  my  $250  land,  but  I  would  say  there  would  be  some  $150 
land  found  in  that  area.  I  did  not  place  any  separate  valuation  on 
that  portion  of  that  land,  but  considered  it  in  relation  to  the  whole. 
Taken  as  a  whole,  I  don't  think  that  land  is  worth  much  more  than 
the  average  of  the  land.  There  may  be  some  areas  in  there  that  might 
go  $125.  That  is,  some  areas  are  a  little  better  than  $100,  but  an  out- 
side valuation  on  that  would  be  $125  an  acre.  I  know  it  is  not  worth  2452 
that. 

The  lands  in  the  Mocho  watershed  which  I  pointed  out  yesterday 
are  more  accessible  than  the  Arroyo  Valle  lands. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

I  am  speaking  now  of  the  lands  in  Sections  7,  19,  33  and  5.  1 
mean  the  Kelly  and  Gallagher  land. 

RE-DIRECT  EXAMINATION   BY   MR.   STEINHART. 

These  lands  are  more  accessible  than  the  Calaveras  pasture  lands. 
There  are  areas  in  the  Corral  Hollow  lands  which  are  adaptable  to 
family  orchards.  Family  orchards  could  be  grown  anywhere  in  Cali- 
fornia. I  do  not  know  whether  the  Sportono  lands  as  a  whole  are 
better  or  worse  than  the  hill  lands  around  Sunol. 

The  lands  in  parcels  264  and  285  are  very  inaccessible  in  the 
winter  time,  because  there  is  no  road  leading  in  from  the  bridge  at 
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Welch  Creek,  and  there  is  no  way  of  getting  across  Alameda  Creek 
when  it  is  flooding  during  the  winter  seasons,  to  those  places.  In  re- 
gard to  parcel  285,  the  grazing  lands  of  which  I  stated  were  worth  $15 
an  acre,  in  this  valuation  I  took  them  in  connection  with  other  lands 

2453  in  that  parcel.    I  considered  those  lands  in  relation  to  the  other  lands 
in  all  of  those  parcels  where  there  was  a  difference  in  the  land. 

I  never  gave  any  different  valuation  to  the  pasture  land  in  M-239 
other  than  $15.  In  regard  to  the  Calaveras  land,  referring  to  the  situa- 
tion of  the  valley  in  relation  to  the  hills,  the  MeDermott  lands,  which 
are  within  50  miles,  are  similar,  and  there  are  areas  in  Corral  Hollow 

2454  that  are  similar.    There  is  no  particular  value  to  be  given  to  Calaveras 
because  of  the  combination  of  the  valley  and  the  hill  land,  and  in  my 
valuation  of  the  hill  land  I  took  into  consideration  the  presence  of 
the  valley. 

2455  Parcel  A-241,  Map  6,  is  not  so  steep  as  the  Gallagher  land,  lo- 
cated on  the  Arroyo  Mocho  Creek  in  Section  13,  township  4  s.,  range 
3  e.     They  both  have  about  the  same  area  of  open  pasture,  and  are 
very  similar  lands,  but  the  quality  of  the  feed  on  Section  13  is  superior 
to  that  on  Section  19  of  the  Spring  Valley  lands.    All  of  the  land  to 
the  north  of  the  Santa  Rita-Dublin  road,  and  to  the  north  of  the 
Spring  Valley  land,  lying  on  the  south  of  that  road,  are  not  devoted 
to  vegetable  use.    All  of  that  land  is  not  of  the  type  of  land  to  which 
my  attention  was  directed  as  planted  to  vegetables.     The  area  in 
vegetables  is  the  best  area  on  the  north  side  of  that  road.    The  areas 
on  the  Schween  ranch  further  west  are  entirely  different  kind  or 
types  of  soil,  being  not  nearly  so  good.    There  is  a  small  area  in  V-268 
immediately  west  of  Santa  Rita,  which  I  think,  with  the  same  culti- 
vation, manuring  and  cultivation,  could  be  made  to  produce  very  good 
vegetables.     In  placing  my  valuation  on  parcel  V-268,  I  considered 
the  fact  that  that  portion  existed. 

2456  The  Rampke  people  want  to  sell  their  property  for  $35,000 ;  acre- 
age 275  acres.     There  are  improvements  on  the  land  consisting  of  a 
dwelling  house,  barns,  outbuildings,  fences,  and  a  levee  to  protect  the 

2457  land  from  the  overflow  of  the  creek. 

I  know  what  the  Borges  land  sold  for  on  September  17,  1914. 
My  record  of  the  price  is  $12,000.  There  were  nearly  49  acres-^8.72 
to  be  exact — in  that  piece.  The  difference  between  the  47  acres  which 
Mr.  Fallon  stated  was  in  his  land,  and  the  48.72,  is  made  up  of  some 
rights  of  way  for  roads  into  the  place  from  the  main  roads. 

2458  (Counsel  for  Plaintiff  advised  that  he  was  willing  to  take  the 
statement  that  that  sale  covered  49  acres,  with  the  understanding  that 
if  he  wanted  to  correct  it,  it  could  be  done  after  looking  into  the 
matter.) 

There  were  fruit  trees  on  that  land  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  con- 
sisting of  cherries,  pears  and  peaches.  The  orchard  covered,  I  would 

2459  sav>  aDOUt  four  acres.     I  made  a  segregation  and  appraisal  of  the 
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Borges  piece,  which  was  made  prior  to  the  time  I  went  on  the  witness 
stand,  and  at  the  time  I  was  appraising  the  Spring  Valley  lands.  I 
placed  a  valuation  on  that  of  $250.  On  20  acres  east  of  the  creek  I  2460 
placed  a  valuation  of  $125.  The  $250  valuation  was  on  28.72  acres 
west  of  the  creek.  I  segregated  it  that  way.  That  would  leave  for  the 
orchard  and  improvements  $2,318.50. 

A  man  could  not  net  1%  or  2  tons  of  hay  each  year  per  acre  on 
the  land  I  have  been  valuing.  The  land  would  have  to  be  summer- 
fallowed.  With  summer-fallowing  he  would  not  get  a  crop  of  1%  or 
2  tons  to  the  acre,  respectively,  of  hay  worth  $11  and  some  cents  per 
ton,  because  it  would  depend  upon  the  amount  of  rainfall,  and  the 
time  at  which  the  rains  came,  as  to  whether  he  would  get  that  amount 
of  hay,  of  a  quality  good  enough  to  sell  at  that  average  price. 

The  Whalen  land  has  the  better  fall  for  drainage  than  the  Chabot 
land.  I  have  not  examined  the  Chabot  land  particularly  to  satisfy 
myself  as  to  drainage  possibilities.  My  examination  has  been  in  going 
over  it  and  looking  at  the  canals,  and  the  apparent  falls  of  the  canals, 
but  not  being  an  engineer,  I  could  not  determine  definitely  as  to  2461 
whether  it  could  be  successfully  drained  to  any  great  depth.  I  have 
examined  the  Chabot  land  in  order  to  determine  what  the  possibility 
of  drainage  is.  I  went  over  it  during  the  adjournment  of  a  week  ago, 
with  a  view  to  determining  if  possible,  so  far  as  I  was  able,  whether 
it  could  be  drained,  and  my  present  idea  is  that  it  would  be  somewhat 
difficult,  if  not  entirely  impossible  to  drain  it  any  further  than  it  is 
drained  now.  I  stated  that  under  hypothetical  conditions,  the  land 
might  be  worth  $250  to  $300  an  acre,  but  that  was  in  answer  to  a 
hypothetical  question  into  which  entered  a  whole  lot  of  possibilities, 
and  very  few  probabilities.  That  land  could  never  be  brought  to  be 
worth  that  price.  If  the  alkali  was  all  leached  out  of  the  soil,  and 
the  land  became  pliable,  and  the  waters  that  flow  over  it  in  the  winter 
time  could  be  kept  off,  it  is  possible  that  such  a  condition  might  be 
realized,  but  I  do  not  think  it  ever  could  be.  2461% 

The  portion  marked  "G"  on  Plaintiff's  Exhibit  43,  is  not  uni- 
formly the  same  as  the  strip  to  the  west  of  the  Alamo  Canal,  marked  2462 
"medium  good  land".  The  portion  marked  "G"  is  better  land.  I 
did  not  assume,  in  placing  my  valuation  upon  the  Calaveras  land,  that 
the  climatic  conditions  were  such  that  any  particular  class  of  fruit 
could  not  be  grown  in  Calaveras.  I  assumed  that  fruit  trees  could  be 
grown  successfully  on  limited  areas  of  the  best  hill  land  of  Calaveras. 
If  almond  trees  had  been  grown  in  Calaveras,  that  would  not  in  any 
way  have  changed  my  value  of  lands  there.  In  relation  to  the  Galla- 
way- Warner  sale ;  Gallaway  resided  at  that  time  on  the  ranch.  I  know 
generally  the  conditions  under  which  that  sale  was  made.  The  con- 
ditions were  that  Dr.  Warner  bought  from  Gallaway.  A  willing  buyer  2463 
met  a  willing  seller.  There  were  no  other  conditions  attached  to  the 
sale. 
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O-268,  Map  10;  it  is  doubtful  whether  this  parcel  will  yield  one 
ton  of  alfalfa  to  the  acre  at  every  cutting.  I  do  not  think  it  will. 

2464  Some  cuttings  may  be  less  than  others,  as  it  depends  upon  the  climatic 
conditions.     Hot  weather  will  produce  a  larger  crop  at  one  cutting, 
than  may  be  produced  at  another  cutting  when  cooler  weather  might 
prevail.    The  last  cutting  would  be  lighter  than  the  others,  and  would 
not  usually  be  the  one  to  run,  on  a  tract  such  as  that,  one  ton  to  the 
acre. 

S-268 ;  the  Count  Valensin  place :  There  is  a  very  nice  cottage  on 
it;  a  pump-house,  tank,  tank  frame,  barn,  and  outbuildings.  The 
race  track  was  situated  east  of  the  house,  and  was  located  on  S-268. 
The  race  track  is  not  there  now,  although  I  do  not  know  at  what  time 

2465  it  was  plowed  up.    It  was  there  under  Count  Valensin,  and  under  De 
Lopez.     (Counsel  for  Plaintiff  states  that  the  race  track  was  destroyed 
immediately  after  the  purchase  by  the  Sugar  Company.)     My  reeol- 

2466  lection  is,  it  was  on  there  when  the  Sugar  Company  purchased  it,  but 
they  plowed  it  up.    I  do  not  think  it  was  used  as  a  race  track  from  the 
time  De  Lopez  had  the  place.     During  the  time  that  the  property 
was  owned  by  Valensin,  and  by  De  Lopez,  and  by  Butler,  it  was  a 
well  kept  up  place,  with  beautiful  Cyprus  trees  around  it,  good  lawns 
and  good  buildings  and  barns. 

The  alfileria  on  all  those  Calaveras  hill  ranges  has  been  disap- 
pearing for  the  past  15  years.  Fox  tail,  wild  oats,  and  poverty  grasses 
have  taken  its  place.  A  portion  of  the  Livermore-Rampke  land,  along 
the  northerly  boundary  line  of  the  right  of  way  of  the  Western  Pa- 
cific was  washed  over  where  the  levee  on  the  creek  broke  in  about  the 
year  1911,  and  a  flood  from  the  creek  carried  some  gravel  over  that 
area  of  the  tract  between  the  creek  and  Western  Pacific,  but  the  soil 
underneath  that  gravel  deposit  is  the  usual  clay  loam  soil  of  Liver- 

2467  more  Valley.    I  consider  that  that  has  not  been  a  benefit  to  the  por- 
tion of  the  Rampke  land  that  received  the  gravel  flow  over  it,  although 
it  did  not  ruin  the  land.    There  may  be  35  or  40  acres  that  have  been 
affected  by  the  gravel  being  washed  over  it.     The  field  west  of  the 
house,  and  the  northeast  field  in  the  ranch,  are  soil  of  a  similar  type  to 
the  soil  in  the  Schween  land.    I  cannot  give  you  an  approximation  as 
to  the  extent  of  those  pieces,  but  I  can  say  there  is  probably  100  or 
120  acres  of  that  kind  of  soil. 

The  cost  of  keeping  a  horse  at  50  cents  a  day  does  not  include 

2468  the  depreciation  in  the  horse  itself. 

RE-CROSS  EXAMINATION   BY  MR.    MCCUTCHEN. 

The  amount  of  grain  which  a  horse  will  consume  a  day,  when 
he  is  working,  will  depend  upon  the  size  of  the  horse.  A  1400  Ib. 
horse  is  a  fairly  big  horse,  and  would  consume  about  15  Ibs.  of  grain 
a  day,  which  would  average  about  a  cent  a  pound.  A  horse  should 
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have  from  30  to  40  or  50  Ibs.  of  hay  a  day  when  he  is  working, 
according  to  the  size  of  the  horse.  I  cannot  name  anybody  who  ever 
fed  50  Ibs.  of  hay  a  day  to  a  horse,  but  I  did  several  times  in  Liver- 
more,  and  other  places.  It  was  baled  hay,  and  if  you  cut  a  bale  of  2469 
hay  open,  and  have  two  horses,  you  will  have  it  all  used  up  in  2 
days,  and  I  will  say  a  horse  will  eat  50  Ibs.  of  hay  a  day.  I  do  not 
know  that  the  usual  allowance  for  a  horse  is  25  Ibs.  of  hay  a  day.  I 
know  from  experience  I  have  had  myself  that  a  horse  would  eat 
more  than  25  Ibs.  of  hay  a  day.  For  the  purpose  of  estimating  the 
cost  of  plowing  and  harrowing  on  a  farm,  I  didn't  figure  that  a  horse 
would  eat  50  Ibs.  of  hay  a  day.  I  figured  the  average  cost  of  that 
work  in  different  ways.  I  figured  what  the  farmers  consider  it  costs 
them  to  keep  their  horses.  I  ascertained  what  a  horse  would  con- 
sume in  24  hours,  and  found  it  would  cost  50  cents  per  day  to  keep 
a  horse  in  hay,  grain  and  everything  else.  The  care  and  attention 
that  the  horse  needs  is  included  in  that  cost.  In  this  I  have  already 
charged  for  a  man  who  looks  after  the  horses.  The  plowman  I  2470 
charged  for  at  $2  a  day.  I  would  not  classify  that  as  an  extraor- 
dinarily liberal  allowance,  although  it  might  be  classed  as  a  liberal 
allowance.  I  do  not  know  that  it  does  not  cost  any  farmer  $60  a 
month  for  a  man  to  plow,  including  a  man's  board.  The  prices  of 
$30  to  $35  a  month  for  men  who  are  employed  in  the  Winter  to  plow 
held  good  8  or  10  or  12  years  ago,  but  they  do  not  hold  at  the  present 
time.  The  farmers  regularly  pay  $2  a  day  for  men  to  do  plowing. 
If  he  keeps  a  regular  man  on  his  ranch  by  the  year,  he  probably  2471 
pays  that  regular  man  $35,  $40  or  $50,  as  the  case  may  be,  but  he 
hires  extra  men  during  the  plowing  season,  and  those  men  are  paid 
$2  or  $2.25  a  day.  I  cannot,  at  the  present  time,  tell  you  the  name 
of  any  farmer  who  pays  his  plowmen  $2  a  day. 

The  soil  in  the  two  fields  on  the  Rampke  place  that  I  stated 
were  similar  to  the  Schween  property,  is  a  light  clay  loam,  and  I       2472 
should  say  there  must  be  3  or  4  feet  of  soil  before  you  come  to  the 
sub-soil. 

When  I  went  to  the  Dougherty  land,  I  went  up  through  the 
valley  going  south  from  the  main  road  leading  up  the  San  Antonio 
Creek  to  the  top  of  the  ridge  that  divides  the  San  Antonio  water- 
shed at  that  place  from  La  Costa  Creek,  touched  the  corner  of  Section 
30,  and  up  the  ridge  between  Indian  Creek  and  La  Costa  Creek,  to  2473 
the  Dougherty  ranch.  I  was  alone  when  I  went  up  there,  and  fol- 
lowed the  road  part  of  the  way.  I  had  this  map  with  me,  and  the 
road  and  the  creeks,  and  the  trails  indicated  to  me  where  they  were, 
and  I  marked  the  corner  of  the  section  as  I  located  them  there  at 
that  time.  I  did  not  go  to  the  southerly  boundary  of  the  section  at 
all.  I  walked  from  Section  30,  and  it  must  have  taken  me  3  hours 
from  the  time  I  left  the  machine.  I  did  not  make  much  of  an  eleva- 
tion after  I  left  Section  30.  The  steepest  place  in  getting  up  to  the 
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Dougherty  piece,  is  from  the  point  of  the  ridge,  up  Section  30,  where 
the  curve  is  in  the  road.  It  is  not  higher  than  any  point  on  the 
Dougherty  ranch.  As  you  go  south,  the  rise  is  gradual,  but  this  is 
the  steepest  part  of  the  place.  I  didn't  look  for  any  section  corners 
between  Section  30  and  the  Dougherty  place.  All  those  sections  have 
been  surveyed,  and  there  are  corners  there,  although  I  didn  't  find  any. 
I  saw  some  fences  through  that  country  which  would  indicate  sec- 
tion lines.  The  country  from  Section  30  over  to  the  Dougherty 
section  is  not  so  very  rough.  There  is  rougher  land  on  Indian  Creek 
than  there  is  in  the  Dougherty  section,  until  you  get  up  in  the 

2474  extreme  south  of  the  Dougherty  section.     The  part  of  the  section 
where  the  creek  runs  through  is  the  rough  part.    The  ravine  is  fairly 
deep  there,  but  not  as  deep  as  down  in  Section  30.    I  could  tell  some- 
thing about  the  character  of  the  section  a  mile  away,  as  I  went  over 
the  places  where  I  could  get  the  best  view  of  the  section,  and  looked 
it  over,  and  I  believe  I  got  a  fair  idea  as  to  the  kind  of  a  section  it 
was.    I  know  that  I  saw  that  section,  particularly  as  I  had  this  map 
to  guide  me.     There  are  no  land  marks  of  any  kind  on  the  way. 
There  are  fences  across  the  ridge  in  places  where  gates  are  to  be 
opened,  and  there  is  the  usual  type  of  a  ridge  road  going  up  in 

2475  there.    I  did  not  say  that  the  ridge  on  Section  30  is  as  high  as  the 
ridge  on  Section  4,  although  I  do  not  know  how  much  higher  it  is 
on  Section  4.    I  did  not  have  stiff  climbing  to  do  after  I  left  Section 
30  in  order  to  get  to  Section  4,  as  I  think  the  steepest  part  of  the 
road  going  up  there  is  about  where  this  map  shows  the  curve  in  the 
road.    I  didn't  go  to  the  top  of  the  hill.    Section  4  is  not  on  the  top 
of  the  hill.    I  could  not  tell  you  how  much  higher  the  highest  land  on 
Section  4  is  than  the  highest  land  on  Section  30.    I  didn't  have  any 
topographical  map  with  me,  or  any  elevations  to  guide  me.     Any 
estimates  of  elevation  I  would  give  would  be  only  my  guess.     It 
might  be  between  700  and  1000  feet  from  the  elevation  on  Section 
30;  that  is  the  northerly  line  of  Section  30  to  the  northerly  line  of 
Section  4.    The  ravine  on  Section  4  is  not  as  far  from  the  top  of  the 
ridge  to  the  bottom  of  the  ravine  as  it  is  from  the  top  of  the  ridge 
on  Section  30  to  the  bottom  of  the  ravine  going  west  of  Apperson's 
place.    I  could  stand  on  a  ridge  and  tell  about  the  depth  of  a  ravine 

2476  in  a  brushy  and  hilly  country.     I  could  not  tell  you  how  deep  it 
was  down  to  the  bottom  of  the  creek  in  feet,  but  there  might  be  a 
difference  in  elevation  between  the  top  of  the  ridge  and  the  bottom 
of  the  ravine  of  approximately  400  to  500  feet.     It  might  be  over 
1000  feet.    I  don't  know.    I  didn't  have  a  topographical  chart  with 
me.    I  find  there  is  a  difference  of  1000  feet,  according  to  the  topo- 
graphic map  which  you  have  there.     I  made  a  comparison  of  that 
land  with  other  lands  besides  X-239,  U-239  and  a-239,  and  I  think 

2477  there  are  approximately  500  acres  or  over  of  open  land  on  that  sec- 
tion that  stock  can  graze  on.    That  is  on  Section  4  of  the  Dougherty 
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land.    When  I  say  that  cattle  can  graze  on  it  I  mean  that  they  can 

feed  on  it.    I  did  not  keep  track  of  the  time  I  spent  on  Section  4.    I 

suppose  I  must  have  been  there  for  half  an  hour,  or  probably  more. 

There  was  some  brush  on  the  north  line  of  the  section.     There  is 

brush  all  over  that  country  everywhere,  although  there  is  not  so 

very  much  brush  on  that  north  line.     Brush  consists  of  oak  trees 

and  native  brush,  scrub  oak,  poison  oaks,  and  different  varieties. 

There  was  not  any  dense  area  of  underbrush  there.    You  could  go 

through  most  of  it  without  any  difficulty.     Some  of  the  trail  that  I      2478 

went  up,  but  not  a  great  deal  of  it,  was  cut  through  brush.    When 

I  left  the  road  and  went  on  to  Section  4,  I  did  not  particularly  follow 

the  ridges;  I  crossed  a  ravine  and  went  down  and  up  another  one, 

and  so  on  in  that  way  until  I  got  over  there.    After  I  left  the  road, 

and  before  I  got  to  Section  4,  I  crossed  some  ravines  and  branches  of 

ravines  that  taper  up  toward  the  top  of  the  hill.    I  could  not  tell 

you  how  many  ravines  I  crossed,  as  I  did  not  keep  track  of  them. 

I  can  locate  any  section  of  land  in  those  hills  with  the  aid  of  this 

map,  and  I  have  done  it,  because  this  map  shows  not  only  the  road, 

but  the  trails  and  the  creeks  and  everything  else,  and  where  the       2479 

corners  are.    When  I  got  around  to  this  curve,  as  indicated  on  the 

map,  here  in  the  road,  I  knew  that  south  of  me,  about  the  distance 

as  indicated  on  that  map,  would  be  the  north  line  of  Section  4.    That 

is  the  way  I  located  that  piece  of  land,  and  I  can  locate  any  of  those 

pieces  with  a  map  like  this.    By  following  that  road  along  to  where 

the  black  mark  is  on  this  piece  (indicating  on  the  map),  I  located  the 

east  line.    There  is  not  very  much  of  a  decline  from  the  curve  where       2480 

I  went  down  on  to  Section  4  to  the  north  line  of  Section  4.     It  is 

not  very  steep,  but  ordinary,  just  like  the  backbone  of  those  ridges. 

I  walked  down  on  to  the  section,  leaving  at  the  curve,  and  came  back 

up  again.    I  did  walk  over  to  the  east  line,  but  I  did  not  locate  that 

corner  there  on  account  of  the  fact  that  that  was  difficult  to  locate. 

I  could  locate  it  through  my  glasses  by  looking  into  the  valley,  as 

I  knew  the  jog  must  have  been  further  west  from  where  I  was. 

There  is  one  big  main  ravine  on  Indian  Creek,  in  Section  4; 
the  others  are  all  laterals  that  drain  into  Indian  Creek.  They  are  not  2481 
very  deep.  There  are  no  prominent  ravines  there,  they  are  all  light 
ravines  that  drain  down  into  Indian  Creek.  I  know  that  by  going 
over  there  where  I  could  see  the  country  all  around  me.  There  was 
no  timber  to  obstruct  my  view  between  the  north  line  of  Section  4 
and  the  south  line  of  that  section.  I  was  surprised  to  find  that 
there  was  a  difference  of  elevation  of  1000  feet.  I  understood  it  was 
quite  deep,  and  thought  it  was  about  between  500  and  700  feet.  It 
took  me  approximately  3  hours  to  go  up  there  and  come  back,  and 
I  have  never  seen  that  section  before,  and  have  not  seen  it  since.  It 
is  similar  pasture  land  to  the  pasture  lands  of  X-239,  U-239  and 
a-239.  By  that  I  mean  it  is  of  a  light  kind,  and  an  equal  kind. 
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There  is  as  much  open  land,  acre  for  acre,  on  this  land,  as  there 

2482  is  on  the  sections  mentioned.    The  open  land  on  Section  4  amounts 
to  500  acres  out  of  640. 

I  did  not  hear  any  discussion  as  to  the  availability  of  the  Cala- 
veras  Reservoir  lands  for  reservoir  purposes,  and  did  not  enter  into 
any  such  discussion  with  any  person.  I  have  heard  them  talked  of 
in  a  general  way  as  available  for  reservoir  purposes,  and  the  fact 
that  Spring  Valley  was  constructing  a  dam  there,  would  lead  me 
to  believe  that  they  considered  them  available  for  reservoir  pur- 
poses. I  have  known  these  Calaveras  lands  many  years,  and  have 

2483  been  over  them  often.     Without  any  knowledge  as  to  whether  it 
was  a  good  reservoir  site  or  not,  I  did  form  the  opinion  that  it  was 
a  natural  reservoir  site  provided  the  conditions  were  just  right.    I  did 
not  know  what  the  conditions  were.    I  went  up  there,  and  went  over 
all  these  lands  time  and  again,  for  the  purpose  of  valuing  them,  and 
went  down  to  the  dam  site,  and  on  both  sides  of  the  creek  and  over- 
looked the  dam  site.    I  have  known  for  years  that  the  creek  formed 
a  narrow  gorge  there,   and  I  went  there  with  Mr.   Parsons   and 
Mr.  McDonald  time  and  again,  but  I  do  not  remember  that  we  ever 
discussed  the  availability  of  those  lands  for  reservoir  purposes  at 
any  time  during  our  trip  through  there.     In  a  general  way  I  have 
heard  and  understood  that  the  lands  were  available  for  reservoir  pur- 
poses, but  I  do  not  remember  having  any  discussion  with  anybody, 
or  hearing  it  discussed  at  any  time.  The  inference  was  that  they 

2484  were  available  for  reservoir  purposes,  on  account  of  the  fact  that 
Spring  Valley  operations  indicated  that  they  were,  and  that  was  the 
principal  factor  in  leading  me  to  believe  it.     I  do  not  think  that 
there  was  any  other  factor.     It  would  naturally  occur  to  any  man 
going  through  there  that  a  reservoir  could  be  built,  if  the  formation 
of  the  surrounding  hills  was  sufficiently  good  to  hold  the  water. 
There  was  no  discussion  on  these  trips  between  Mr.  Parsons,  Mr. 
McDonald,  and  myself,  that  these  lands  were  available  for  reservoir 
purposes.    It  was  so  understood  between  us,  I  suppose,  that  there  was 
no  chance  of  talking  about  it.    I  consider  the  fact  that  Spring  Valley 
owns  it,  and  was  building  a  dam  there,  was  enough  to  put  it  beyond 
a  doubt  that  there  was  some  possibility  of  its  being  used  for  reservoir 

2485  purposes.     I  thought,  like  any  man  of  common  sense  would  think 
in  going  through  there,  that  that  land  was  available  for  reservoir 
purposes,  and  I  never  discussed  the  matter  with  anybody. 

I  thought  of  the  value  of  that  land  for  reservoir  purposes,  and 
I  think  that  its  value  for  reservoir  purposes  was  sufficient  to  justify 
the  Spring  Valley  in  building  a  dam  there.  I  could  not  think  any- 
thing about  its  value  for  reservoir  purposes,  because  I  did  not  know 
whether  there  would  be  any  water  there  in  October,  or  in  November, 
or  whether  there  might  be  a  leak  in  the  sides  of  those  mountains, 
and  my  knowledge  was  not  sufficient  to  tell  me  whether  it  would 
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be  a  success  as  a  reservoir  or  not.  I  assumed  that  it  would  be  a 
success  from  the  fact  that  operations  were  going  on  there.  My 
thought  was  that  it  had  a  value  equal  to  the  value  of  the  land  con- 
tained in  the  reservoir,  for  reservoir  purposes.  That  thought  was 
never  suggested  to  me.  In  appraising  that  land  up  there,  I  found 
that  the  large  area  of  that  land  had  been  bought  by  the  Spring 
Valley  Water  Co.,  evidently  for  reservoir  purposes,  and  I  found  2486 
that  the  prices  that  had  been  paid  uniformly  for  the  land  within 
that  reservoir  site,  was  the  value  of  the  land  for  the  purpose  that  it 
could  be  used  for,  and  I  concluded  that  the  market  value  of  that  land 
was  the  value  of  that  land  for  reservoir  purposes.  I  could  not  tell 
you  the  moment  of  time  when  I  first  came  to  the  conclusion  that  its 
value  for  that  purpose  was  the  aggregate  of  its  value  for  agricultural 
purposes,  but  it  was  at  some  time  during  the  past  year.  Before  I 
arrived  at  what  I  considered  to  be  the  market  value  of  this  prop- 
erty, I  took  into  consideration  every  item  of  value  that  it  contained  2487 
for  every  purpose  that  it  could  be  used  for.  I  do  not  think  I  stated 
that  I  knew  nothing  about  the  value  of  property  for  reservoir  pur- 
poses, as  I  think  I  do.  I  consider  that  the  value  of  land  for  reservoir 
purposes,  or  for  any  other  purpose,  is  the  market  value  of  the  land, 
and  that  when  the  purchaser  buys  the  land  at  the  market  value,  he 
has  bought  the  right  to  do  with  it  anything  he  wants  to.  That  is  my 
language,  every  item  of  it.  2488 

My  knowledge  of  lands  for  reservoir  purposes  is  my  knowledge 
of  land  values,  and  I  think  that  the  value  of  land  for  reservoir  pur- 
poses is  the  same  as  the  market  value  of  that  land.  I  think  I  do 
know  about  the  value  of  this  land  for  reservoir  purposes.  I  was 
giving  you  my  idea  of  the  value  of  the  land,  and  what  a  man  should 
acquire  it  for,  and  after  he  had  acquired  it  at  that  price,  that  he 
could  do  with  it  what  he  wanted  to  do. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  do  not  think  that  land  that  is  required  for  reservoir  purposes 
has  a  special  value,  because  if  there  are  any  values  other  than 
market  values,  I  don't  know  anything  about  them.  As  to  ordinary 
values,  I  would  say,  yes. 

RE-CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.   MCCUTCHEN. 

Presuming  that  the   depression   over  there   instead   of  being       2489 
covered  with  soil  was  exposed  granite  from  the  bottom  of  the  reser- 
voir site  up  above  the  water  line,  it  would  be  valuable  for  reservoir 
purposes  if  there  were  no  crevices  in  the  granite,  but  it  would  not 
be  valuable  for  agricultural  purposes.    In  the  conditions  just  men-        2490 
tioned,  I  recognize  that  land  would  have  a  greater  value  for  reser- 
voir purposes  than  for  agricultural  purposes.     Under  these  condi- 
tions, the  value  of  land  for  reservoir  purposes  would  have  no  rela- 
tion whatever  to  its  value  for  agricultural  purposes.     In  the  case 
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at  hand  it  does.  It  has  an  agricultural  value,  and  a  value  for  pas- 
turage, and  that  is  one  of  its  values,  and  has  to  be  considered.  Its 
value  for  any  purpose  would  be  its  market  value,  but  I  do  not  know 
whether  its  value  for  agriculture  and  pasturage  on  the  one  hand  is 
exactly  equivalent  to  its  value  for  reservoir  purposes  on  the  other. 
I  do  not  admit  that  the  value  of  this  property  for  reservoir  purposes 
has  absolutely  no  relation  whatever  to  its  value  for  agricultural  and 
pasturage  purposes.  The  value  of  that  property  is  its  market  value, 

2491  and  that  value  covers  everything.     I  cannot  see  any  inconsistency 
in  those  answers.     If  I  went  out  and  bought  that  property  at  the 
market  value,  I  could  use  it  for  anything  I  wanted  to.     I  do  not 
know  whether  it  is  any  aid  or  not  in  determining  the  value  of  this 
property  for  reservoir  purposes,  to  know  that  when  you  own  a  thing 
you  have  the  right  to  do  with  it  whatever  you  please,  so  long  as  you 
don't  interfere  with  somebody  else.    I  have  not  heard  anybody  say 
that  any  of  these  other  properties  around  Calaveras  were  more  valu- 
able for  water  purposes  than  for  agricultural  purposes. 

I  was  here  some  of  the  time  when  Mr.  Parks  was  on  the  witness 
stand,  and  I  made  a  remark  to  Mr.  Olney  that  Parks  was  crazy  on 
his  value  on  those  properties.  I  do  not  remember  saying  that  if  they 
were  looked  at  as  water  producing  properties  they  were  worth  $100 

2492  an  acre.    I  remember  saying  to  Mr.  Olney  that  I  thought  that  Mr. 
Parks  was  entirely  too  high  on  those  properties.    I  do  not  remember 
saying  anything  to  him  indicating  a  comparison  of  the  properties 
from  a  grazing  and  from  a  water  producing  standpoint. 

I  never  heard  any  discussion  on  the  matter  of  those  properties 
having  a  peculiar  value  on  account  of  their  water  production  or 
ability  to  be  used  to  impound  water.  It  was  always  assumed  that  the 
properties  were  available  for  water  purposes,  on  account  of  the  fact 
that  Spring  Valley  owned  them,  and  was  improving  them.  I  do  not 
remember  ever  having  discussed  with  anybody  in  my  life  about  their 
availability,  or  their  difference  in  value  between  the  value  for  water 
purposes  and  the  value  for  agricultural  and  pasturage  purposes.  I 
do  not  ever  remember  discussing  with  anyone  the  question  of  whether 
or  not  those  properties  had  value  for  their  ability  to  produce  or 
impound  water,  and  that  suggestion  was  never  made  to  me  by  any- 
body. 

2493  I  was  in  Calaveras  10  or  12  years  ago,  and  it  was  a  matter  of 
common  knowledge  then,  and  I  knew  then,  that  the  Spring  Valley 
owned  most  of  that  property.    I  may  have  said  to  myself,  as  I  went 
through  there,  what  an  ideal  reservoir  site  this  is ;  naturally  a  man 
going  through  there  would  say  so.     I  do  not  know  whether  these 
lands  are  worth  more  for  reservoir  purposes  than  they  are  for  agri- 
cultural and  pasturage  purposes.    In  determining  their  market  value, 
I  took  into  consideration  every  item  of  value  they  have,  and  every  use 

2494  they  could  be  put  to. 
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I  assumed  that  fruit  could  not  be  successfully  grown  on  the 
Calaveras  lands  in  commercial  quantities  on  account  of  the  limited 
areas  of  soil  suitable  for  fruit  production.  I  assumed  there  were 
limited  areas  upon  which  almonds  could  be  grown,  but  that  those 
areas  were  not  large  enough  to  justify  the  attempt  to  produce 
almonds  as  a  commercial  proposition  successfully.  I  have  had  no 
experience  in  fruit  culture  myself,  except  looking  at  orchards,  going 
through  them,  seeing  what  they  yielded,  and  observing  the  conditions 
surrounding  them.  I  do  not  know  the  yield  of  different  fruits  per 
acre,  and  from  my  own  experience,  I  know  nothing  about  the  cost 
of  cultivation  per  acre  of  a  fruit  orchard.  2495 

Referring  to  the  Chabot  property :  By  black  alkali  I  understood 
was  meant  the  alkali  that  prevented  the  growth  of  vegetation,  and 
does  not  appear  white  on  the  surface.  Anywhere  where  there  is 
evidence  of  alkali  that  does  not  show  white  on  the  surface,  I  call 
it  black  alkali.  Any  kind  of  alkali  will  prevent  a  growth  of  vegeta- 
tion. I  look  upon  black  alkali  as  worse  than  white  alkali.  Any  areas 
on  this  map  where  I  saw  evidences  of  alkali  that  did  not  show  white 
on  the  surface,  I  considered  it  was  black  alkali.  I  am  not  a  chemist, 
and  I  cannot  tell  whether  that  alkali  may  be  white  or  black. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

You  can  take  it  for  granted  that  is  what  I  meant  about  the 
alkali. 

RE-CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHBN. 

Referring  to  0-268;  that  is  the  hop  yard  tract,  and  I  was  upon  2496 
that  property  during  the  adjournment.  I  did  not  find  any  of  the 
alkali,  but  I  found  what  I  believe  was  the  effect  of  the  alkali  on  the 
areas  of  alfalfa;  there  were  some  areas  that  were  green  and  healthy 
looking,  and  some  that  were  not  so  green  and  healthy  looking,  and 
those  spots  that  were  not  so  healthy  looking  I  attributed  to  alkali. 
I  saw  areas  in  the  tract  where  the  alfalfa  had  not  grown  at  all. 
Those  areas  in  the  aggregate  consisted  of  2  or  3  acres  in  the  southeast 
corner  of  the  tract. 

Referring  to  the  sale  made  by  Gallaway  to  Warner,  I  know  Mr.  2497 
Gallaway  and  Mrs.  Gallaway,  and  I  know  Mr.  Warner.  The  sale 
was  transacted  through  the  Farmers  &  Merchants  National  Bank 
of  Livermore,  in  which  I  am  a  director.  Personally,  I  did  not  have 
anything  to  do  with  it,  except  that  I  acknowledged  a  mortgage  from 
Dr.  Warner  to  Margaret  Gallaway,  and  that  let  me  into  quite  a 
knowledge  of  the  situation,  because  I  got  the  views  of  both  parties 
on  the  subject. 

The  alfileria  began  to  disappear  15  years  ago  not  only  in  the 
Corral  Hollow  country,  but  all  over  the  Coast  hill  ranges.  The 
grazing  of  sheep  would  not  have  a  much  greater  tendency  to  destroy 
the  growth  of  alfileria  and  clover  than  the  grazing  of  cattle. 

The  subdivision,  or  segregation  of  the  price  paid  for  the  Borges 
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property,  I  must  have  made  in  June  or  July  of  this  year.  The  notes 
2498  I  have  here  are  the  only  notes  I  have  of  it,  and  those  are  copies  of 
notes  I  had  on  a  scratch  tablet,  which  I  copied  into  this  book.  I  had 
them  prepared  before  this  trial  began,  but  I  had  them  copied  on 
this  page  after  the  trial  began. 

FURTHER  RE-DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.   STEINHART. 

In  regards  to  a  statement  I  made  to  Mr.  Olney  about  a  higher 
water  value ;  I  have  had  a  conversation  with  Mr.  Olney  several  times, 
but  I  do  not  remember  erver  saying  anything  of  that  kind  to  him. 
The  comment  referred  to  by  Mr.  McCutchen  about  Parks'  testimony, 
was  said  after  Mr.  Parks  was  on  the  witness  stand,  and  I  said  that 
Parks  was  entirely  off  on  his  value  of  Calaveras  lands.  I  do  not 
remember  saying  anything  else  to  Mr.  Olney  at  that  time. 

THIRTY-SIXTH  HEARING.          SEPTEMBER  20,  1915. 

Witnesses :   M.  G.  CALLAGHAN  and  ISAAC  B.  PARSONS, 
for  Defendant. 

2507  Questioned  by  Mr.  Searls. 

I  have  been  over  the  McDermott  ranch  since  making  the  state- 
ment that  there  were  75  acres  in  alfalfa,  and  I  now  say  that  the  area 
planted  to  alfalfa  is  between  25  and  30  acres,  and  that  there  are  prob- 
ably 45  or  50  acres  additional  land  suitable  for  planting  alfalfa.  The 
soil  is  excellent  for  alfalfa,  and  the  irrigation  system  extends  over  it. 
The  hydrants  are  all  on  the  ground,  ready  to  turn  the  water  on,  and 
it  is  fixed  up  so  that  it  can  be  planted,  thus  making  this  additional  45 
or  50  acres  suitable  for  planting  to  alfalfa. 

FURTHER    RE-CROSS   EXAMINATION    BY    MR.    MCCUTCHEN. 

After  I  reached  the  road  opposite  to  the  Dougherty  place,  I  went 
up  the  ridge  and  over  that  way  to  the  Dougherty  place.  I  could  not  say 
whether  after  leaving  the  road  I  went  up  hill  or  down  hill.  The  top 
of  the  ridges  is  up  hill  and  down  hill  all  the  way  through  there. 

2508  I  should  say  it  is  up  hill  a  little  ways  after  I  left  the  road  until  I  got 
to  the  rise;  the  road  is  on  the  side  of  the  hill,  and  from  there  I  went 
over  the  ridge  and  down.    The  open  land  on  Section  4  is  on  top  of  the 

2509  ridges ;  that  is,  the  top  of  the  west  slope  is  fairly  open.    The  500  acres 
of  open  land  are  scattered  all  over  the  section  in  different  parcels  here 
and  there.    There  is  some  land  on  the  southerly  side  of  Indian  Creek 
that  has  some  trees  on  it,  but  it  can  be  classed  as  open.    I  was  on  the 
ridge  probably  y2  to  3/4  of  a  mile  opposite  that  land,  looking  over  at 
it.    There  are  over  100  acres  open  land  on  the  south  side  of  the  creek, 
and  about  350  acres  on  the  north  side  which  are  not  covered  with 
brush.    There  is  brush  all  around  the  section  through  which  the  road 
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passes  that  I  took.  I  do  not  think  brush  comes  down  to  the  northerly 
line  of  Section  4.  The  brush  along  the  road  in  places  is  high  enough 
to  obscure  the  view  of  the  surrounding  country.  2510 

I  found  approximately  where  the  east  line  of  the  section  ran. 
There  were  no  particular  landmarks,  except  as  I  indicated  on  this 
map  at  the  last  hearing.  I  found  what  I  accepted  to  be  corners,  as 
there  were  fences  on  the  different  lands  surrounding  the  section,  and 
there  was  a  portion  of  Section  4  on  the  easterly  line  that  was  fenced ; 
it  followed  the  ridge,  hillside,  and  gulch.  The  fence  crossed  the  gulch 
towards  the  south  nearly  at  right  angles.  I  found  a  fence  corner 
which  I  thought  was  the  northeast  corner  of  Section  4.  Going  along 
the  easterly  line  of  the  section,  the  fence  went  over  the  ridge  partly. 
I  didn't  make  as  close  an  examination  of  that  section  as  though  I  was  2511 
placing  a  valuation  upon  it.  I  looked  at  it  to  see  how  it  compared 
with  the  lands  I  was  comparing  it  with.  The  easterly  fence  line 
crossed  over  the  ridge  and  went  towards  the  gulch,  but  it  did  not 
follow  Indian  Creek,  nor  any  other  gulch,  particularly.  It  did  not 
follow  a  ravine.  It  kept  about  due  south  from  where  I  was  looking 
at  it.  I  cannot  say  it  followed  a  gulch ;  it  crossed  the  gulch  apparently  2512 
from  where  I  was  looking  at  it,  going  in  a  southerly  direction. 

I  did  not  see  any  house,  nor  any  corral  from  the  point  where  I 
was.  I  saw  a  house  after  I  left  Section  30,  on  the  east  side  of  the 
road. 

Referring  to  Section  30 :  It  is  practically  a  road  that  I  took,  and 
over  on  28  there  is  a  house,  and  a  poplar  tree  which  has  been  planted, 
but  is  not  a  native  tree.  On  the  right  side  of  the  road  as  I  went  up,  2513 
the  slope  into  Indian  Creek  is  on  that  side  all  the  way  up.  I  did  not 
notice  a  house  or  a  corral  on  that  side,  and  have  no  recollection  of 
having  passed  close  to  any.  As  I  was  going  from  Section  30  to  Section 
4,  the  only  house  that  I  saw  on  the  north  side  of  the  road,  after  I  left 
Section  30,  was  the  house  I  have  mentioned  located  on  28.  The 
northeast  quarter  of  28  I  said  was  like  the  Spring  Valley  property. 
I  did  not  go  nearer  to  it  than  up  on  the  ridges,  and  all  I  saw  on  that 
quarter  were  the  hills  and  the  land.  I  did  not  go  on  it. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  Searls. 

I  went  on  Section  21  and  the  adjoining  Section  20. 

FURTHER    RE-CROSS    EXAMINATION    BY    MR.    MCCUTCHEN. 

I  was  on  the  ridge  above  Frager's  house,  and  looked  over  at  the 
northeast  quarter  of  Section  28.  The  creek  was  between  the  section 
and  myself  at  that  time.  The  best  view  is  at  the  junction  of  the  road  2514 
going  into  La  Costa  Creek  with  the  road  that  goes  up  the  ridge  toward 
Section  4.  I  don 't  consider  it  is  a  mile  from  that  point  to  the  north- 
east quarter  of  Section  28.  You  can  see  a  considerable  portion  of  the 
northeast  quarter  of  Section  28  from  the  point  I  mentioned.  It  was 
a  view  that  I  got  from  this  point,  together  with  the  view  from  the  2515 
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north  side  of  La  Costa  Creek,  which  enabled  me  to  make  a  comparison 
of  the  northeast  quarter  of  Section  28  with  the  lands  of  the  Spring 
Valley  Water  Co.  I  was  able  to  locate  a  fence  line  up  there  that  I 
considered  was  the  line  of  Section  28,  and  a  fence  in  the  valley,  so  that 
in  a  general  way  I  could  locate  the  lines  from  where  we  came  down. 
The  northeast  quarter  of  Section  28  is  not,  in  that  particular  place, 
so  covered  with  brush  that  you  cannot  follow  the  fence  line.  I  did 
not  go  over  to  the  south  line  of  this  quarter,  and  I  could  not  tell  you 
whether  it  is  fenced  or  not.  The  south  line  is  pretty  well  up  on  the 
ridge.  In  fact,  I  think  in  places  it  is  on  top  of  the  ridge. 

2516  FURTHER  RE-CROSS  EXAMINATION   BY   MR.   OLNEY. 

The  good  land,  on  the  northeast  quarter  of  Section  28,  is  on  the 
west  side. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

This  is  comparable  with  the  Ada  Graber  place.  It  lies  south  of 
Section  21  of  the  Spring  VaUey  Water  Co. 

FURTHER  RE-CROSS   EXAMINATION   BY   MR.   OLNEY. 

I  did  not  see  any  house  from  where  I  was  looking,  but  I  was  never 
on  that  land.  The  poplar  tree  and  the  old  house  are  on  the  southwest 

2517  quarter  of  Section  28.     I  did  not  notice  any  poplar  trees  above  the 
vineyard  on  the  La  Costa  Creek.    There  is  a  poplar  tree  that  stands 
out  very  prominently  in  that  country,  which  is  pretty  well  up  on  the 
hill  above  Indian  Creek.     Going  up  the  creek  it  is  on  the  left  hand 
side. 

Referring  to  the  Malley  piece,  northeast  quarter  of  Section  28: 
I  located  the  north  boundary  of  this  section,  and  the  country  through 
which  it  runs  is  very  brushy  in  places.  There  is  some  chaparral  so 
thick  that  you  cannot  follow  the  line  in  places.  Not  more  than  one- 

2518  nalf  °f  the  northerly  portion  of  the  northeast  quarter  of  Section  28 
is  covered  with  heavy  chemise  and  chaparral.    I  saw  the  line  running 
through  the  brushy  fields  as  near  as  I  could  locate  the  line  from  the 
hills.    I  got  another  view  of  it  from  the  top  of  Section  21 — Patterson 
land — looking  west.    I  didn't  go  over  to  see  where  it  was.    From  the 
Sachu  cabin  you  can  trace  where  the  fence  was  built  in  early  date, 
with  some  rocks  in  it,  and  also  somebody  planted  a  row  of  trees  along 

2519  the  fence  line.    Going  west  on  that  line  you  can  size  it  up.    I  am  pos- 
itive that  the  major  portion  of  the  northeast  quarter  of  Section  28  is 
not  covered  with  chemise  or  chaparral.    Chaparral  is  a  black,  heavy 
brush,  and  you  can  make  no  mistake  about  identifying  it. 

2520  This  northeast  quarter  of  Section  28  is  higher  than  Section  21, 
because  the  elevation  commences  in  21  at  the  creek  bed,  and  extends 
southerly  until  it  gets  to  the  point  where  it  is  higher,  but  I  do  not 
know  how  much  higher  it  is.     This  northeast  quarter  is  comparable 
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with  lands  in  21,  22  and  in  Section  30,  but  is  not  so  comparable 
with  the  lands  in  fractional  part  of  Section  19,  as  that  is  better  land. 
A  comparatively  small  portion  of  Section  22  has  that  black  brush  on 
it,  and  there  are  areas  in  Section  30  of  very  similar  land  to  the  land 
in  Section  28  along  Indian  Creek.  On  that  portion  of  Section  30,  east  2521 
of  Indian  Creek,  there  is  very  much  more  open  land  than  there  is  on 
the  northeast  quarter  of  Section  28.  The  top  of  the  ridge  on  the  east- 
erly side  of  Section  30  is  open  pasture  land,  with  some  oak  trees  on  it. 
The  northerly  part  of  Section  19  is  fairly  good  down  towards  San 
Antonio  Valley.  There  is  very  much  more  open  grazing  land  on  the 
portion  of  Section  30,  which  is  owned  by  the  Spring  Valley  Water 
Co.,  than  there  is  on  the  northeast  quarter  of  Section  28.  I  was  mak- 
ing my  comparisons  with  Sections  30,  20,  21  and  22.  I  did  not  make 
my  comparisons  with  those  entire  sections.  I  put  a  higher  valuation 
on  all  the  Spring  Valley  land  in  that  vicinity  than  what  it  was  selling 
for.  The  northeast  quarter  of  Section  28  is  comparable  in  value  and 
character  with  these  sections  to  this  extent:  It  gave  me  an  idea  of 
what  values  were  in  that  locality,  but  I  did  not  put  the  values  on  30, 
21  or  22  at  the  price  this  land  sold  at.  I  put  them  very  much  higher. 
If  I  had  thought  they  were  absolutely  comparable,  I  would  have  put 
the  prices  a  whole  lot  lower  on  the  land  that  I  was  appraising. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

Section  4  is  Township  4  South,  Range  2  East. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

X-239  is  in  Section  21. 

FURTHER  RE-CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  OLNEY. 

The  Malley  land  is  the  northeast  quarter  of  Section  28,  Township 
4  South,  Range  2  East. 

The  following  question  and  answer  was  read :  2522 

' '  Q.  Are  you  familiar  yourself  with  the  character  of  the  land  we 
"are  designating  as  the  Malley  land?  A.  I  am.  Q.  Have  you  been 
"on  it?  A.  Yes,  sir". 

That  answer  is  incorrect  if  I  said  I  was  on  Section  28.  I  thought, 
probably,  he  was  referring  to  Section  4.  I  was  not  on  the  Malley  land. 
The  following  question  was  read: 

' '  Q.  Describe  it  generally,  will  you  ?  A.  It  was  similar  in  type 
''to  the  lands  owned  by  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,  adjoining  it". 
.  It  is  similar  in  type  to  portions  of  the  Spring  Valley  in  that  lo- 
cality. There  is  similarity  in  that  land  and  land  in  Section  28.  I 
made  no  limitation  that  it  was  similar  to  portions  of  the  land  of  the 
Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,  adjoining  it,  and  I  do  not  make  that  limita- 
tion now.  This  land,  and  the  land  around  it,  of  the  Spring  Valley  2523 
Water  Co.,  is  similar  land  in  themselves.  You  cannot  compare  it  with 
40  acres  here,  or  with  160  acres  there;  there  is  a  similarity  between 
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those  lands.  I  did  not  put  enough  emphasis  on  that  similarity  to  keep 
me  from  putting  $10  an  acre  on  X-239.  I  think  that  Graber  had  sold 
that  for  $4  or  $5  an  acre.  I  used  that  sale  to  show  what  other  lands 
were  selling  for.  I  did  not  use  the  fact  that  this  land  sold  at  that 
price  to  cut  down  the  price  of  the  land  adjoining  because  I  put  on 
X-239  a  valuation  of  $10  an  acre.  The  following  answer  was  read : 

"It  is  fairly  open  pasture  land,  traversed  in  the  westerly  corner 
"by  a  ravine  running  into  San  Antonio  Creek.  It  is  open  pasture  on 
"the  ridge,  not  very  much  brushy  areas  on  the  land,  but  some". 

That  is  a  good,  general  description  of  that  piece  of  property.  I 
still  insist  that  there  is  not  much  brushy  area  on  the  land,  but  some. 
It  is  traversed  in  the  westerly  corner  by  a  ravine  running  into  a 
branch  of  the  San  Antonio  Creek.  They  call  that  branch  the  La 
Costa  Creek. 

2524  The  witness  indicated  the  best  lands  in  the  northeast  quarter  of 

Section  28  by  delineating  with  a  yellow  pencil  the  approximate  loca- 
tion on  the  map. 

The  following  question  and  answer  was  read : 

"Q.  Has  the  land,  X-239,  more  open  spaces  on  it  than  the 
"Malley  land?  A.  Comparatively  they  are  about  the  same;  the 
"Malley  is  160  acres,  and  there  are  640  in  X-239.  The  area  of  pasture, 
' '  comparatively,  acre  for  acre,  is  about  the  same ' '. 

I  still  maintain  that.  The  following  question  and  answer  were 
read: 

' '  Q.  How  does  the  feed  compare  on  X-239  with  the  Malley  land  ? 
"A.  The  feed  is  similar  that  grows  on  both  places.  Q.  You  stated 
"that  the  Malley  place,  as  I  understood  you,  was  fairly  open:  Is  that 
' '  correct  ?  A.  Yes,  fairly  open.  Q.  Is  it  broken  up  ?  A.  Not  very 
"much  broken  up,  except  in  that  corner  where  the  ravine  passes 
"through  it  that  empties  into  San  Antonio  Creek". 

2525  That  is  still  my  idea  of  it. 

The  following  question  and  answer  were  read: 
"Q.    How  does  it  compare  in  ruggedness  with  X-239  ?    A.    It  is 
"not  quite  so  rugged  as  X-239  is  in  places.    Q.    As  a  whole,  how  does 
"it  compare  in  ruggedness?    A.     As  a  whole,  it  is  very  comparable 
"land.    Q.    In  ruggedness ?    A.    It  is  not  so  rugged  as  X-239,  but  it  is 
"very  comparable  land  with  X-239". 
That  is  still  my  idea  of  it. 

FURTHER   RE-DIRECT   EXAMINATION   BY    MR.    SEARLS. 

2526  The  following  question  and  answer  was  read : 

' '  Q.  Has  the  land  X-239  more  open  places  on  it  than  the  Malley 
"land?  A.  Comparatively  they  are  about  the  same;  the  Malley  land 
"is  160  acres,  and  there  are  640  in  X-239;  the  area  of  pasture,  com- 
"paratively,  acre  for  acre,  is  about  the  same". 
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I  meant  that  I  could  take  a  similar  acreage  of  160  acres  on  X-239, 
and  compare  one  with  the  other,  and  have  a  similarity  between  them,        2527 
acre  for  acre. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  did  not  exactly  mean  that  if  one-third  of  X-239  is  open  pasture, 
that  there  would  be  one-third  of  the  other  lands  open  pasture.  I  mean, 
I  could  take  a  quarter  section  out  of  the  other  section  that  would 
compare  with  this  quarter  section  that  I  am  talking  about.  I  put  $10 
on  X-239 ;  this  land  was  sold  at  something  less  than  $5.  I  do  not  see 
where  the  relation  is  to  compare  the  land  acre  for  acre  with  the  valua- 
tion I  put  on  X-239.  I  did  not  take  the  Malley  section  as  my  guide 
for  the  poorest  land  in  X-239,  but  just  as  an  average  of  the  whole 
section.  I  used  the  sale  as  a  comparison  of  values,  to  show  that  I  was 
correct  in  my  valuation  of  X-239,  and  I  considered  the  land  was  com- 
parable to  a  certain  extent,  with  X-239,  but  I  did  not  allow  the  sale 
of  that  land  to  govern  me  in  placing  my  valuation  on  X-239,  because 
if  I  had,  I  would  have  appraised  it  at  a  whole  lot  less  money. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  Olney. 

I  mean  that  I  can  find,  in  Section  21 — parcel  X-239 — a  tract  of  ap- 
proximately 160  acres  which  is  of  the  same  character  as  the  northeast 
quarter  of  Section  28.  I  cannot  find  any  160  acres  in  Parcel  B-239 
that  will  compare  with  the  northeast  quarter  of  Section  28,  because 
that  is  better  land  by  a  good  deal.  I  have  compared  it  generally,  but  2o^.8 
not  as  a  comparison  to  guide  me  or  direct  me  in  placing  a  valuation 
on  these  lands.  There  is  a  general  comparison  all  along  there  between 
those  lands. 

The  northeast  quarter  of  Section  28  is  not  to  be  compared  with 
any  of  that  Spring  Valley  land,  according  to  my  appraisement,  be- 
cause I  put  $10  on  that  other  land,  and  I  put  more  than  that  on  some 
of  these  lands  here.  I  used  these  lands  as  a  guide  in  putting  my  ap- 
praisement on  that  land.  Mr.  Gale  appraised  that  at  $12.50,  and  my 
appraisement  is  $10. 

FURTHER   RE-DIRECT    EXAMINATION   BY    MR.    SEARLS. 

I  did  not  know  of  this  sale  definitely,  until  after  I  had  made  my 
appraisal,  and  then  I  used  it  so  as  to  justify  my  appraisal  more  than 
anything  else.  I  justify  my  appraisal  of  these  lands  by  this  sale,  and  2529 
I  bore  in  mind  that  it  had  relation,  and  there  was  some  comparability 
between  it  and  the  lands  I  was  appraising,  and  it  showed  that  I  was 
not  very  far  wrong  in  my  appraisement  if  I  could  find  comparable 
lands  close  by  that  sold  at  this  figure. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

Having  learned  of  this  sale,  after  having  made  my  appraisal,  I 
examined  it,  and  determined  in  my  own  mind  that  on  an  average  it 
compared  with  other  areas  of  the  land  I  was  appraising,  and  that 
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while  my  appraisal  was  twice  as  high,  I  considered  that  it  was  some 
confirmatory  evidence  of  my  appraisal,  but  I  was  willing  to  leave  my 
appraisal  stand,  even  though  twice  as  high  as  that  sale.  I  did  not 
take  this  other  Spring  Valley  land  and  grade  it  into  better  or  worse 
parts  of  any  particular  section  which  I  was  appraising,  and  say,  ' '  This 
Malley  land  gives  me  a  guide  for  this  poorest  land,  and  I  will  grade 
the  other  land  at  a  higher  price,  and  thus  reach  a  figure  somewhere 
around  $10." 

2530  Questioned  by  Mr.  Olney. 

It  was  my  intention  to  testify  that  the  Malley  land,  taken  as  a 
whole,  was  of  the  general  character  of  X-239  taken  as  a  whole,  that  one 
was  comparable  with  the  other,  and  while  the  Malley  land  was  sold 
at  a  very  much  less  price,  nevertheless,  in  an  attempt  to  be  fair,  I  have 
placed  a  higher  figure  on  X-239. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  took  an  average  of  X-239,  and  that  compared  with  a  small  piece 

2531  on  the  Malley  place,  but  it  would  average  up  the  same.  That  is  to  say, 
if  you  could  take  the  160  acre  piece — Malley  piece — and  enlarge  it, 
and  spread  it  out  so  that  the  brushy  and  open  areas  would  be  in- 
creased until  you  had  640  acres,  you  would  have  something  that  com- 
pared with  X-239. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  Olney. 

If  I  had  known  about  this  sale  before  I  made  my  appraisal,  I 
probably  would  not  have  placed  a  lower  value  on  X-239,  because  I 
was  dealing  with  all  this  land  in  a  general  section  across  the  country 
there,  and  I  would  not  compare  a  sale  of  that  kind,  except  as  it  would 
guide  me  in  placing  a  valuation  on  the  others.  I  would  not  have 
placed  a  lower  valuation  on  X-239. 

2531-2534  (The  Master  ruled  that  the  evidence  on  the  McDermott  ranch 

must  be  rejected,  and  the  motion  of  Counsel  for  Plaintiff  that  the 
testimony  of  the  witness  on  that  subject  be  stricken  out,  was  granted.) 


rsons  Witness:    ISAAC  B.  PARSONS,  for  Defendant. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.   SEARLS. 

2535  I  am  55  years  of  age,  and  reside  near  Hayward,  Alameda  County. 

I  am  a  farmer  and  fruit  grower,  and  own  some  400  acres  in  that  lo- 
cality. I  graduated  in  the  engineers  corps  from  the  Naval  Academy 
a,t  Annapolis.  I  have  not  practiced  that  profession  for  some  years. 
I  am  president  of  the  Bank  of  Hayward,  and  the  Hayward  Bank  of 
Savings,  and  in  my  capacity  as  president,  I  pass  upon  loans  on  real 
estate. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

The  banks  mentioned  are  affiliated  banks. 
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I  have  been  connected  with  those  banks  for  12  or  14  years  as  a 
Director,  Vice-President,  and  President.  During  pretty  much  all  of  2536 
the  time  that  I  have  been  connected  with  those  banks,  it  has  been  my 
duty  to  pass  upon  loans  made  upon  real  estate  by  them.  The  purchases' 
and  sales  that  I  have  made  of  lands  in  Alameda  County,  both  for  my- 
self and  others,  would  run  into  200,  or  somewhere  along  there  in 
number. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  have  not  been  in  the  real  estate  business  as  a  broker. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.    SEARLS. 

In  the  County  of  Alameda,  I  purchased,  in  connection  with  an- 
other gentleman,  the  right  of  way  for  the  Oakland  &  Haywards  Boule- 
vard. If  I  remember  correctly  there  were  about  84  or  85  deeds  in 
that.  Then  for  the  Western  Pacific  Kailway  in  Alameda  and  San 
Joaquin  Counties,  and  the  Stanislaus  Electric  Power  Co.,  now  the 
Sierra  &  San  Francisco  Power  Co.,  in  San  Mateo,  Santa  Clara,  Ala- 
meda, and  San  Joaquin  Counties.  That  was  a  right  of  way  purchase  2537 
for  a  power  line.  I  purchased  quite  a  little  right  of  way  for  the  Cen- 
tral California  Traction  Co.,  when  they  extended  from  Lodi  to  Sacra- 
mento. I  represented  the  Netherlands  Farming  Co.,  in  Yolo  County. 
I  purchased  about  7000  acres  in  small  holdings  for  them,  I  think,  for 
reclamation  purposes.  I  have  purchased  probably  six  or  seven  par- 
cels between  Hayward  and  Oakland  for  myself.  The  banks,  of  which 
I  am  an  official,  try  to  loan  money  as  near  home  as  possible.  That  is, 
in  the  southern  end  of  Alameda  County. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

We  loan  mostly  in  the  country,  from  the  Alameda  County  line 
north  to  Hayward  and  over  to  Niles.    From  San  Leandro  down  south       2538 
and  east ;  I  think  that  would  cover  it. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS. 

I  estimate  the  value  of  the  property  which  I  have  purchased 
during  the  last  ten  years,  for  myself  and  others,  at  probably  half  a 
million  dollars.  I  am  familiar  with,  and  have  known  a  great  many 
of  the  Spring  Valley  lands  for  the  last  25  years.  I  have,  at  various 
times,  gone  through  them  and  over  them  in  connection  with  my  farm- 
ing operations.  I  ran  quite  a  dairy  in  connection  with  the  ranch,  and 
I  had  to  scour  the  hills  and  country  buying  cattle  for  the  dairy  right 
along.  I  am  not  as  familiar  with  the  lands  in  Santa  Clara  County  as  2539 
in  Alameda  County.  I  know  these  lands,  but  I  have  never  had 
occasion  to  go  over  them  as  much  as  in  Alameda  County. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  did  examine  them  for  the  purpose  of  this  appraisal. 
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I  bought  cattle  in  Alameda  County,  but  never  in  the  Calaveras 
country.  I  bought  around  Sunol  and  Niles,  up  back  of  the  Mission. 
I  became  generally  familiar  with  the  value  of  lands  in  Alameda  County 
and  the  adjacent  portions  of  Santa  Clara  County  as  the  result  of  my 
operations  in  buying  and  selling  lands  in  that  country.  At  the  re- 
quest of  the  City  Attorney 's  office,  I  made  a  particular  examination  and 
appraisal  of  the  lands  of  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,  situated  in 

2540  Alameda  and  Santa  Clara  Counties  as  of  December  31,  1913.    I  com- 
menced this  investigation  in  the  spring  of  1914,  and  spent  about  six 
months  in  going  over  those  lands.    I  examined  thoroughly  each  of  the 
parcels  delineated  on  the  Spring  Valley  maps,  as  the  Spring  Valley 
holdings.    Our  first  examination  was  by  sections  and  quarter  sections. 
Since  then  we  have  put  an  appraisement  on  the  land  according  to  the 
divisions  and  delineations  as  furnished  by  the  Spring  Valley  Water 
Co.,  using  the  letters  and  numbers  to  designate  the  different  places. 

2541  Prior  to  commencing  that  appraisal,  certain  instructions  were  given 
me  by  the  City  Attorney's  office.     I  think  the  first  time  I  saw  these 
instructions  was  in  1914.     It  was  before  we  put  any  valuation  on 
anything.     Reading  from  the  instructions,  as  given  at  that  time: 
"What  we  want  is  the  market  value  of  the  lands.    That  is,  the  value 
that  a  willing  buyer  would  pay  a  willing  seller,  given  a  reasonable 

2542  time  to  get  together".     That  was  the  first  instruction.     The  second 
was:    "We  want  to  know  what  somebody  desiring  to  reproduce  the 
Spring  Valley  properties  would  have  to  pay  for  the  lands,  in  case  he 
had  to  go  out  on  the  open  market  and  buy  them.     In  judging  these, 
we  instruct  you  that  you  are  to  consider  the  value  of  adjoining  lands. 
That  is,  the  market  value  of  adjoining  lands.     We  want  you  in  all 
cases  to  be  fair,  so  that  we  will,  through  your  assistance,  arrive  at  the 
real  value  of  the  Spring  Valley  lands." 

In  valuing  a  large  tract  of  land,  it  is  necessary  to  go  over  it  be- 
cause you  have  got  to  familiarize  yourself  with  the  land  and  its  dif- 
ferent features.  I  considered  the  presence  of  water  on  these  Spring 
Valley  lands  to  this  extent;  that  they  had  water  which  is  generally 
necessary  for  the  operation  of  the  land ;  on  agricultural  land  water  is 
necessary,  and  on  pasture  land  the  water  is  necessary  for  pasturage 
purposes.  I  have  testified  in  condemnation  cases  involving  the  valua- 
tion of  lands  in  Alameda  and  Yolo  Counties.  My  experience  in  valu- 

2543  ing  lands  has  extended  over  a  considerable  area  adjoining  the  bay 
region  as  far  north  as  Sacramento.    I  have  passed  upon  loans  for  the 
Oakland  Bank  of  Savings,  the  First  Savings,  and  the  Bank  of  San 
Leandro. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  mean  by  that  that  I  advised  those  banks  as  to  my  opinion  of 
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the  matter,  and  that  is  something  that  they  called  on  me  for  quite 
frequently. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS. 

The  effect  on  market  values  in  the  neighborhood  of  all  the 
Spring  Valley  lands  in  Alameda  and  Santa  Clara  Counties  of  pur- 
chases made  by  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,  has  been  to  increase 
the  value.  I  think  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,  has  paid,  as  a  rule, 
a  little  better  than  the  market  value  for  the  lands;  they  have  been  2544 
a  liberal  buyer. 

A  table  of  the  valuations  placed  by  Isaac  B.  Parsons  upon  the 
Spring  Valley  properties  in  Alameda  and  Santa  Clara  Counties,  was 
received  in  evidence  as  "Defendant's  Exhibit  44". 

This  table  is  a  correct  statement  of  my  appraisal  of  these  lands. 
Referring  to  the  Pleasanton  lands,  Map  10,  I  classified  c,  e,  f,  g,  and 
h-239  as  in  one  parcel.    These  properties  are  below  Pleasanton,  on       2545 
Laguna  Creek ;  soil  rich  loam,  suitable  for  alfalfa,  grain,  small  fruits 
and  vegetables. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

The  notes  which  I  have  are  not  exactly  identical  with  the  notes 
which  Mr.  Callaghan  read. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

The  values  that  I  have  placed  on  this  land  are  not  identical 
with  Mr.  CaUaghan's. 

DIRECT   EXAMINATION  BY   MR.    SEARLS. 

This  appraisal  was  made  independently,  by  me.  Those  five 
parcels  total  141.668  acres.  Valued  at  $500  an  acre,  total  $70,834. 

d-239 :  Situated  just  north  of  the  Phoebe  Hearst  country  home, 
is  broken  hill  land,  not  desirable  for  general  farming,  but  on  ac- 
count of  location,  and  the  oak  trees  and  native  shrub,  would  be 
desirable  for  a  summer  home.  Lies  on  both  sides  of  the  road  to 
Dublin,  being  mostly  on  the  upper  side  of  the  road. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

Mrs.  Hearst's  place  is  just  south;  that  is,  coming  from  Dublin 
you  pass  the  bulk  of  this  place  on  the  right,  just  before  you  get  to 
the  Hearst  place.     The  acreage  is  18.067,  valued  at  $150  an  acre.       2546 
Total  $2,710.05. 

i-239;  92.501  acres:  There  is  a  low  hill  on  this  land,  soil  of  a 
reddish,  gravelly  nature,  but  in  northern  and  western  portions  it  is 
good  loam,  though  somewhat  heavy.  $350  an  acre ;  total  $32,375.35. 

j-239 ;  137.5  acres,  in  close  proximity  to  Pleasanton ;  west  of 
town.  Fair  soil  if  properly  drained,  though  not  the  rich  loam  that 
is  in  some  of  the  other  tracts  that  are  on  this  side  of  the  Arroyo 
Valle  Creek ;  at  $500  an  acre,  $68,750. 
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k-239;  159.28  acres:  Lies  just  south  of  the  Hearst-Pleasanton 
road.  Deep  rich  loam,  suitable  for  small  fruits,  alfalfa  or  grain; 
at  $500  an  acre,  $79,640. 

1-239,  m-239,  n-239;  these  places  are  of  very  similar  nature, 
probably  more  of  a  sandy  loam  in  those  nearest  the  creek.  The  soil 
is  deep,  rich  loam,  and  suitable  for  grain,  alfalfa,  small  fruits  and 
vegetables;  at  $500  an  acre,  $57,682. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

By  small  fruit,  I  do  not  mean  deciduous  trees.  I  mean  more  of 
the  berry  order. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.    SEARLS. 

0-239,  G-241,  p-239;  north  of  the  Hearst-Pleasanton  road,  and 
east  of  the  Del  Valle;  good  loam  soil,  suitable  for  grain,  alfalfa, 

2547  small  fruits  and  vegetables ;  at  $500  an  acre,  $91,020. 

r-239,  s-239,  t-239,  u-239,  v-239,  q-239;  south  of  Hearst-Pleas- 
anton road,  east  of  Laguna  Creek;  deep  loam,  suitable  for  grain, 
alfalfa,  small  fruits  and  vegetables ;  at  $500  an  acre,  $52,527.05. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

The  acreage  and  the  valuation  per  acre  is  what  is  supposed  to 
be  right. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS. 

If  there  is  any  error,  it  is  in  the  computation  as  to  the  total. 

O-268;  north  of  Del  VaUe  Creek,  on  Pleasanton-Dublin  road; 
soil  runs  from  sandy  loam  near  creek  to  a  heavy,  almost  adobe,  in 
the  back.  Soil  impregnated  with  alkali  in  places;  not  suitable  for 
vegetables  or  small  fruits,  but  better  adapted  to  alfalfa,  which  is 
not  affected  by  the  alkali  as  much  as  other  crops  would  be.  This 
tract  is  known  as  the  hop  yard.  200  acres  at  $200  an  acre;  99.74 
acres  which  lie  near  the  creek  at  $400  an  acre. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

That  is  the  area  of  that  triangular  shaped  piece  southeast  of 
Black  Avenue  on  the  map. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS. 

The  99  acres  seem  to  have  an  entirely  different  soil  from  the 
200  acres.  It  is  more  of  a  sediment  loam,  not  as  heavy  as  the  balance 
of  the  land. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

2548  The  soil  in  the  200  acres  is  a  heavier  loam,  running  almost  to  an 
adobe.    Those  subdivisions  are  approximate.    It  would  be  very  hard 
to  survey  it  to  an  acre  or  so. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS. 

P-268;  small  subdivision  tract  on  Pleasanton-Livermore  road; 
soil  sandy  loam,  some  gravel;  best  value  for  small  lots  for  residence 
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purposes.  $500  an  acre,  $5,820.  My  judgment  as  to  the  probability 
of  rapid  sales  of  those  lots  would  be  that  the  sales  would  be  rather 
slow. 

Q-268;  on  the  east  side  of  Pleasanton-Santa  Rita  road,  next  to 
the  Western  Pacific  Railroad  on  the  south,  and  cut  by  San  Ramon 
branch  of  the  Southern  Pacific.  Through  eastern  portion  soil  rather 
light,  sandy  loam  with  some  gravel.  Not  as  good  as  land  west  of 
Pleasanton;  $400  an  acre,  $96,572. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  do  not  say  anything  about  the  soil  in  the  westerly  portion  of 
parcel  Q-268. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS. 

The  sandy  loam,  with  some  gravel,  applies  to  the  whole  tract.  2549 

I  have  been  engaged  in  fruit  growing,  general  farming,  and 
dairy  business.  I  have  been  in  the  fruit  growing  business  about  28 
years,  and  have  grown  apricots,  almonds,  prunes,  cherries,  pears, 
plums  and  vines.  I  have  had  300  or  350  acres  planted  to  fruit.  I 
am  familiar  with  other  fruit  lands  in  Alameda  and  Santa  Clara 
Counties,  and  as  a  result  of  my  own  experience,  and  familiarity 
with  other  lands,  I  became  familiar  with  the  character  of  soil  which 
will  grow  fruit,  and  the  conditions  under  which  fruit  can  be  favor- 
ably grown. 

R-268 ;  soil  sandy  loam.  Tract  cut  in  former  years  by  overflow 
of  the  Del  Valle  Creek,  leaving  some  perceptible  erosions,  and 
gravelly  deposits.  It  is  not  particularly  well  adapted  for  vegetables, 
though  close  to  town,  and  to  make  alfalfa  successful  would  take 
considerable  irrigation.  At  $410  per  acre,  $26,527.  I  did  not  con-  2550 
sider  any  improvements  in  the  appraisal  of  this,  or  any  other  piece 
in  the  Pleasanton  tract. 

S-268;  on  Pleasanton-Santa  Rita  road,  and  at  end  of  Oakland 
Avenue.  What  is  known  as  Merriwa  Stock  Farm.  Soil  west  of 
Oakland  Avenue  and  west  of  Santa  Rita  road  heavy  loam  with  indi- 
cations of  alkali.  Portion  east  of  Oakland  Avenue  contains  junction 
of  Los  Positas  and  Mocho  Creeks.  Considerable  light  sandy  loam, 
some  gravel,  together  with  dark  heavy  loam,  more  remote  from 
creek,  and  impregnated  more  or  less  with  alkali.  It  is  the  heavy  land 
that  is  impregnated  with  alkali  there.  Some  marshy  land  in  this 
tract  suitable  for  grain  and  beets.  $190  an  acre,  $56,369.01. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  Olney. 

The  heavy  loam  is  where  you  would  find  the  injurious  effects 
of  the  alkali. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS. 

T-268;  long  narrow  strip,  being  a  loading  station  on  the  rail- 
road track  for  sugar  beets.  $400  an  acre,  $1,512. 
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TJ-268;  a  long,  narrow  strip  on  the  railroad,  on  both  sides  of 
Pleasanton-Dublin  road,  north  and  west  of  hop  fields,  and  south  of 

2551  Tassajero  Creek.     Soil  heavy  black  adobe  loa*m,  fairly  well  drained 
in  the  western  part,  but  wet  and  swampy  in  the  eastern  portion. 
Probably  suitable  for  beets  and  grain,  but  requires  water  for  best 
production  of  beets.    Not  suitable  for  vegetables  or  small  fruit.    $250 
an  acre,  $196,250. 

V-268,  on  the  Dublin-Santa  Rita  road,  and  Pleasanton-Santa 
Rita  road.  Cut  diagonally  by  San  Ramon  Railroad.  Cut  by  Tassa- 
jero Creek  along  easterly  portion,  and  subject  to  overflow  from  same. 
The  soil  is  somewhat  loamy  in  the  eastern  portions,  and  better  than 
in  the  western  portion,  which  is  black  cold  adobe,  too  wet  to  work 
to  advantage.  Considerable  alkali  shows  in  the  adobe. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

The  adobe  is  in  the  western  part,  but  I  would  say  that  the 
whole  thing  is  adobe  with  a  sediment  soil  along  the  Tassajero  Creek. 
You  will  find  the  adobe  in  the  western  part,  and  also  in  the  south- 
easterly part. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS. 

My  valuation  on  that  is  $125  an  acre.  Total  valuation  of 
$42,251.25. 

2552  I  found  alkali  in  U-268,  in  the  extreme  eastern  and  western  por- 
tions. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

I  am  not  reading  from  a  note.    That  is  from  my  memory. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS. 

270;  on  the  Santa  Rita  road,  and  crossed  by  San  Ramon  Rail- 
road and  Tassajero  Creek.  Too  low  and  wet  to  farm  successfully, 
but  makes  good  summer  pasture.  <0Mft  an  acre,  $15,342.  $15$ 

271 ;  on  Dublin-Livermore  road,  east  of  Santa  Rita.  Too  low  for 
successful  farming,  but  suitable  for  summer  pasturing.  Soil  heavy 
black  adobe,  with  alkali  showing.  $120  an  acre,  $7,653.60. 

272 ;  a  small  piece  on  Black  Avenue,  in  one  of  the  Lilienthal  sub- 
divisions. Soil  sandy  clay  loam,  near  avenue.  Suitable  for  grain 
and  alfalfa ;  $450  an  acre,  $4,500. 

273 ;  small  place  on  Black  Avenue  in  one  of  the  Lilienthal  sub- 
divisions. Soil  sandy  clay  loam  near  avenue,  suitable  for  grain  and 
alfalfa;  $400  an  acre,  $2,000. 

274;  on  Livermore-Santa  Rita  road.     Soil  cold  and  wet.     The 

2553  sun  does  not  warm  it  up,  and  the  vegetation  does  not  take  hold ;  has 
a  few  acres  of  good  loamy  land  in  back  near  creek.    Excepting  these 
two  or  three  acres,  balance  too  wet  to  farm  successfully.    $125  an 
acre,  $1,250. 
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275;  west  of  Santa  Rita  road,  and  north  of  Valley  Avenue. 
Gravelly  clay  loam,  suitable  for  alfalfa  and  grain,  though  too  wet 
for  latter  ordinarily,  and  not  first-class  alfalfa  land.  $325  an  acre, 
$13,198.25. 

276 ;  south  of  Arroyo  Del  Valle  Creek,  and  north  of  race  track. 
Deep  sandy  loam  soil,  suitable  for  grain,  alfalfa,  vegetables,  and 
small  fruit.  $500  an  acre,  $8,220. 

277 ;  small  piece  on  Black  Avenue.  Sandy  clay  loam,  not  too 
well  drained.  Suitable  for  alfalfa  and  grain.  Some  alkali  showing. 
$450  an  acre,  $4,950. 

278;  on  Santa  Rita  road  at  Black  Avenue — Valley  Avenue  on 
north.  Gravelly  loam  on  Black  Avenue,  and  a  heavy  clay  loam  on 
Valley  Avenue.  Some  alkali.  Inclined  to  be  wet  on  Valley  Avenue. 
Suitable  for  alfalfa  and  grain.  $450  an  acre,  $79,816.50. 

279 ;  on  Livermore-Santa  Rita  road.    Land  low  and  wet.   Dark 
brown  adobe  along  the  road,  with  more  of  a  loam  in  southern  end.       2554 
Considerable  alkali;  too  wet  to  farm  successfully,  but  good  for  vol- 
unteer hay  and  summer  pasture.    Attempts  to  grow  alfalfa  not  a 
success.    $125  an  acre,  $14,691.62. 

280 ;  on  the  creek,  on  the  south  side  of  Black  Avenue,  and  north 
of  Del  Valle  Creek.  Deep  loam  near  creek.  Suitable  for  alfalfa, 
beets,  grain,  vegetables,  fruits  and  small  fruits.  Creek  seems  to  be 
encroaching  on  this  property.  $400  an  acre,  $28,000. 

281 ;  on  Santa-Rita-Pleasanton  road.  Soil  loam,  and  suitable 
for  alfalfa,  grain  and  beets.  Western  portion  inclined  to  be  wet. 
$320  an  acre,  $16,000. 

282 ;  made  up  of  19.47  acres ;  29.20  acres ;  9.73  acres ;  and  10.13 
acres,  making  altogether  68.53  acres.  Most  of  this  east  of  Oakland 
Avenue  and  south  of  Rita  Avenue ;  soil  light  gravelly  loam ;  suitable 
for  grain,  but  would  require  considerable  water  for  alfalfa.  This 
refers  to  the  58.40  acres.  The  10.13  acres  being  a  triangular  piece 
on  the  Santa  Rita  road,  the  soil  is  loam  suitable  for  grain  and  alfalfa. 
Value  for  both  pieces  $300  an  acre;  total  $20,559. 

283 ;  the  40  acre  tract  north  of  Rita  Avenue,  and  west  of  Martin 
Avenue.     Sandy  loam  along  Rita  Avenue,  but  low  and  somewhat 
marshy  farther  back.     Traces  of  alkali.     Suitable  for  alfalfa  and 
grain.    $200  an  acre,  $8,000.    There  is  some  alkali  in  the  northwest       2555 
corner  in  this  40  acre  piece. 

I  do  not  distinguish  between  white  and  black  alkali  in  my  de- 
scriptions. Often  times  you  can  see  it  very  plainly  in  the  soil,  and 
sometimes  you  can  see  the  effect  of  it  on  the  soil.  The  existence  of  2556 
alkali  in  the  soil  affected  my  valuations  only  where  I  could  either 
see  the  alkali  right  on  the  ground,  or  feel  the  effects  of  it,  but  it 
did  not  make  any  difference  in  my  valuations  as  to  whether  it  was 
black  alkali  or  white  alkali. 
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(Counsel  for  Plaintiff  was  advised  by  Counsel  for  Defendant 
that  for  the  purpose  of  preparation  for  cross  examination,  that 
Counsel  for  Plaintiff  might  understand  that  the  witness  does  not 
make  any  distinction  between  white  and  black  alkali  in  determining 
the  value  of  land,  and  further,  that  he  does  not  make  any  comment 
on  the  presence  of  alkali,  except  in  so  far  as  he  finds  it  affects  the 
crops  on  the  lands.) 

The  143.14  acres  is  next,  106.72  acres,  and  101.05  acres,  all  told, 
350.91  acres,  in  283.  The  143.14  acres  is  just  east  of  Santa  Rita 
road,  and  the  207.77  acres  is  just  east  of  San  Ramon  Railroad,  and 
north  of  the  Western  Pacific  Railroad.  Of  the  143.14  acres,  aU  but 
40  to  50  acres  is  a  good  loam,  suitable  for  grain  and  alfalfa.  The 
40  or  50  acres  in  the  southwest  corner  is  heavy  land,  almost  adobe, 
inclined  to  be  wet,  some  swales  showing  gravel.  The  portion  east 

2557  °f  San  Ramon  Railroad  is  good  loamy  soil,  somewhat  gravelly  in 
places,  but  good  land  for  grain  and  alfalfa,  providing  water  in 
sufficient  quantities  can  be  obtained  for  latter.     The  best  way  to 
renew  this  land  is  to  put  it  in  alfalfa  for  a  number  of  years,  and 
then  raise  grain.    $290  an  acre,  $101,763.90. 

284 ;  a  small  tract  facing  Santa  Rita-Pleasanton  road,  just  below 
crossing  of  Mocho  Creek.  Soil  loam,  with  some  sand ;  wet  in  winter 
and  early  spring.  Suitable  for  beets  and  late  sown  grain,  and  sum- 
mer pasture.  $240  an  acre,  $4,008. 

286;  has  a  frontage  on  Santa  Rita-Pleasanton  road.  Soil  cold 
and  wet  in  places ;  some  fairly  good  loam,  suitable  for  late  sown  grain 
and  alfalfa.  $300  an  acre,  $5,184. 

288:  Bounded  on  the  north  by  Dublin-Santa  Rita  road,  and 
extending  south  to  Tassajero  Creek,  and  west  somewhat  beyond  La- 
guna  Creek.  Cold  and  wet  in  winter  and  late  spring.  Black  adobe, 
together  with  a  good  deal  of  alkali  in  most  places.  Wet  character 
of  land  is  indicated  by  the  elevated  roadways  along  its  north  side, 
and  down  through  the  land.  A  crop  of  grain  can  seldom  be  raised 

2558  on  this  land.    Suitable  for  summer  pasture  and  volunteer  hay.   $100 
an  acre,  $119,161. 

The  witness  here  indicated  with  a  red  lead-pencil  on  "Plaintiff's 
Exhibit  43",  the  areas  on  which  alkali  is  found  on  the  Chabot  piece, 
and  in  so  indicating,  it  is  understood  that  this  means  sufficient 
alkali  to  interfere  with  the  development  of  vegetation.  (Witness 
explained  that  it  is  spotted  alkali,  and  not  a  solid  mass.) 

2559  I  think  there  are  seasons  and  conditions  when  you  might  get  a 
crop  off  of  land  that  has  considerable  alkali  in  it,  but  it  is  a  risk 
that  a  man  hates  to  run.     If  that  land  could  be  broken  up  in  the 
fall,  and  was  not  flooded  in  the  spring,  and  you  had  early  rains 
enough  to  permit  you  to  harrow  and  work  the  land  out,  and  get 
your  crop  in  and  started  without  too  heavy  rains  in  the  winter 
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and  spring  so  as  to  flood  the  land,  I  think  you  might  possibly  get 
a  very  good  crop  off  it.  That  would  not  happen  very  often.  I  think 
if  a  man  got  a  crop  off  that  land  once  in  six  or  eight  years,  it  would 
be  about  all  he  could  do.  I  think  what  has  been  done  on  that  piece 
in  the  past  is  even  worse  than  that.  I  am  familiar  with  that  piece. 

Questioned  by  Master.  2560 

My  knowledge  of  the  experience  of  the  owners  of  the  tract  in 
the  past  is  gained  by  the  man  who  had  the  ranch.  I  have  not 
worked  the  land.  I  have  gone  back  and  forth  past  the  land  and 
through  it.  The  man  who  works  it  himself  is  the  best  judge  of  it, 
and  I  have  talked  with  him. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

My  knowledge  of  it  does  not  come  from  that  man  alone.  If 
you  take  any  ten  men  around  Dublin  and  that  part  of  the  country, 
they  would  say  the  same  thing.  I  saw  the  crops  growing,  and  I 
saw  them  die.  I  saw  them  flooded  out.  I  didn't  pay  the  bills,  and 
that  is  the  best  evidence  of  a  man's  connection  with  a  piece  of  land. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

The  person  I  speak  of  is  a  renter,  and  his  name  is  Hans  Camp. 
I  have  been  through  that  property  100  times  I  guess  in  the  last  10       2561 
years,  in  different  seasons  of  the  year.    I  have  ascertained  the  con- 
dition of  the  property,  and  the  crops  growing  on  the  property  in 
making  those  trips. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen.  2562 

In  driving  through  a  country  like  that,  and  looking  at  a  piece 
of  land  in  which  I  have  no  interest,  I  might  not  be  able  to  recall  the 
exact  year  when  that  land  had  produced  a  crop  or  not,  but  in  driv- 
ing through  a  country  year  after  year,  if  I  did  not  see  a  successful 
crop  on  a  piece  of  land,  I  think  I  would  notice  it. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS. 

From  my  observation  of  the  crops  that  have  been  grown  on  that 
land  in  the  past  years,  I  would  say  that  grain  crops  have  not  been 
successful.     In  fact,  as  far  as  they  are  concerned,  it  has  been  a       ^56o 
failure.    Volunteer  hay  has  been  grown  there.    I  think  I  have  ob- 
served a  crop  on  the  Chabot  piece  about  twice  in  say  10  or  11  years. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  mean,  a  sown  crop,  that  came  up  and  looked  like  a  good, 
paying  crop.  I  didn't  follow  it  out  to  see  how  many  sacks  of  barley 
to  the  acre  it  produced,  but  it  looked  good. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS. 

To  drain  the  Chabot  ranch,  they  would  have  to  adopt  some  other 
method  besides  those  they  have  already  adopted.  I  do  not  know 
that  it  is  economical  or  feasible  to  drain  the  Chabot  land.  I  think 
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it  would  cost  considerable,  but  I  do  not  know  how  much.    The  indi- 
cations are  that  it  has  not  been  successfully  drained. 

2564  289 :  A  small  piece  on  the  Santa  Rita  road,  north  of  Mocho.   Cut 
by  Tassajero  Creek  in  the  western  portion,  and  San  Ramon  Railroad 
in  the  middle.    Low  and  wet,  as  indicated  by  willow  growth.    Suit- 
able for  summer  pasture.    $150  an  acre,  $7,105. 

291 ;  fronting  on  Dublin-Santa  Rita  road,  and  cut  in  north  por- 
tion by  San  Ramon  Railroad.  Low  and  wet  in  winter  and  late 
spring.  Adobe  with  considerable  alkali.  Suitable  for  volunteer 
hay  and  summer  pasture.  $120  an  acre,  $25,265.64. 

(The  witness  marked  a  portion  of  291  on  the  map  with  a  red 
lead-pencil  as  containing  alkali,  and  stated  that  it  indicated  that 
the  alkali  was  not  solid,  but  found  in  spots,  but  enough  to  injure 
the  vegetation ;  also  that  the  marking  did  not  indicate  that  there  is 
no  alkali  in  the  west  of  the  parcel,  or  that  there  is  nothing  but  alkali 

2565  *n  this  portion  as  indicated,  but  the  most  alkali  is  in  the  portions  as 
outlined.) 

Questioned  by  Master. 

There  is  no  well  defined  mark  on  the  ground  to  show  the  dif- 
ference between  the  areas  which  I  have  marked  alkali,  and  that  in 
which  I  have  not  marked  alkali,  but  by  walking  over  the  ground 
and  through  it,  you  can  make  up  your  mind  that  there  is  far  more 
alkali  in  one  section  than  there  is  in  other  sections.  That  is  what  I 
was  trying  to  convey  with  that  marking  on  the  map,  that  there  was 
far  more  alkali  in  that  than  there  was  in  any  of  the  rest  of  the 
ground.  I  think  there  is  a  far  better  chance  of  good  crops  south  of 
the  line;  that  is,  in  the  best  of  years  the  better  crops  would  be 
below  the  line,  and  outside  the  red  line.  You  have  more  chance  of 
a  poor  crop  inside  the  red  line  than  you  have  outside  of  it. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION   BY   MR.    SEARLS. 

Parts  of  the  Hewlett  place  have  overflowed,  namely,  the  north- 
ern part,  along  the  road. 
2566  Questioned  by  Master. 

The  alkali  occurs  in  spots  throughout  the  areas,  but  I  cannot 
mark  those  definitely.  You  would  find  killed  places  outside  my  red 
line,  and  in  certain  years,  I  think,  you  would  find  considerable  of 
them.  The  effect  of  alkali  depends  considerably  on  the  season.  The 
red  line  represents  the  flood  area,  but  not  the  entire  flood  area.  It  is 
where  the  water  remains  the  longest,  probably. 

2566-2567  (It  is  understood  that  Counsel  for  Plaintiff  may  take  it  as  a 
statement  of  the  witness  that  within  that  red  line  the  greater  por- 
tion of  the  land  is  so  impregnated  with  alkali  as  to  interfere  with 
the  growth  of  cultivated  crops.) 
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DIRECT  EXAMINATION   BY   MR.    SEARLS.  2568 

Taking  the  Pleasanton  lands  as  a  whole,  I  consider  they  are 
farming  lands,  hay,  grain,  and  alfalfa.  With  respect  to  the  lands 
south  of  the  Arroyo  Valle  Creek,  I  feel  they  have  a  greater  capacity 
so  far  as  crops  are  concerned  than  the  lands  north  of  the  creek. 
The  farther  you  get  away  from  the  Arroyo  Valle,  the  poorer  the 
land  gets,  as  a  rule. 

Parcel  225,  Map  11,  totaling  69.5673  acres.  In  Alameda  Creek. 
Of  no  particular  agricultural  value.  The  56.99  acre  piece  might 
develop  as  a  gravel  pit,  but  probably  greatest  value  is  as  camping 
ground  in  the  summer.  The  12.5773  acres  might  possibly  sell  in  town 
lots.  Value  for  the  first  56.99  acres  at  $100 ;  the  second  12.5773  acres  at 
$750;  total  $15,131.97.  I  think  that  property  has  been  used  by 
campers,  and  in  years  gone  by,  was  quite  a  popular  place.  (Counsel 
for  Defendant  called  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  parcel  of  56.99 
acres  includes  the  small  parcels  231,  232,  and  235.) 

229;  a  small  piece  in  the  Alameda  Creek.  No  particular  agri- 
cultural value.  $100  an  acre,  $37.10. 

237 ;  a  strip  east  of  the  Ellsworth  orchard,  south  of  the  creek  near  2569 
Niles.  Rather  steep,  but  soil  good  and  warm;  suitable  for  early 
vegetables.  Value  $100  an  acre,  $1,065.  As  much  of  that  land  is 
suitable  for  early  vegetables  as  you  could  cultivate.  You  could  raise 
early  peas  and  early  potatoes.  This  is  a  different  proposition  from 
the  vegetable  lands  valued  at  $500  near  Pleasanton.  The  Pleasanton 
land  is  a  level  land,  while  this  is  sidehill  land,  being  right  along  the 
bottom  of  the  sidehill.  The  soil  in  this  parcel  is  a  dark  loam. 

A-239 ;  is  near  Fernbrook,  mostly  in  bed  of  creek.  Portion  not 
in  creek  steep  and  brushy.  Not  much  tillable  land;  rather  steep 
pasture  land.  $35  an  acre,  $2,566.20. 

B-239 ;  in  Sections  12  and  13,  Township  4  South,  Range  1  West. 
This  is  a  steep,  broken  piece  of  ground  on  both  sides  of  Alameda 
Creek,  only  fit  for  pasture,  though  small  orchards  appear  on  some 
bench  land.  Some  areas  on  top  might  be  cultivated,  but  it  is  a  long 
climb  to  get  there.  $35  an  acre,  $9,224.60. 

C-239 ;  lies  west  of  Sunol,  and  opposite  Brightside,  on  top  of 
hill,  and  extending  down  steep  slopes  to  Alameda  Creek  in  north- 
west corner,  which  seems  to  be  the  only  way  of  getting  on  to  this 
tract  of  land.  It  is  very  brushy,  and  has  little  value  even  for  pas- 
turage. $10  an  acre,  $1,090. 

D-239;  small  piece  of  bench  land  on  sidehill  on  south  side  of       2570 
•creek;  of  no  particular  value  for  agriculture,  but  suitable  for  pas- 
ture, and  small  cheap  home,  if  access  were  possible.     $35  an  acre, 
$499.10. 

E-239 ;  small  piece  of  land  on  the  south  side  of  creek  opposite 
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Brightside;  bench  land,  but  bulk  of  it  runs  up  high  on  the  hills. 
Covered  with  brush.  $35  an  acre,  $1,049.65. 

233;  a  narrow  strip  in  bed  of  Alameda  Creek,  of  no  particular 
agricultural  value.  Might  possibly  furnish  a  camping  place.  $100 
an  acre;  $278. 

263 ;  narrow,  irregular  shaped  piece  of  creek  land,  of  no  partic- 
ular agricultural  value,  in  Alameda  Creek  near  Niles.  Might  be 
used  as  summer  camps.  $100  an  acre ;  $687. 

There  are  a  few  benches  as  you  go  down  the  creek  from  Sunol 
toward  Niles,  where  the  soil  is  pretty  fair.  It  is  a  sediment  soil, 

2571  a  loamy  soil.     The  steep  land  you  could  not  cultivate,   possibly. 
There  is  very  little  open  grazing  land  there. 

228,  Map  12 ;  lies  in  back  of  the  Komaguiere  place ;  well  up  on 
the  hill,  and  extending  down  steep  slopes  into  Alameda  Creek.  The 
top  might  possibly  be  cultivated  to  hay,  but  land  is  so  broken  and 
poor  in  quality  that  it  would  do  better  as  pasture.  $35  an  acre; 
$6,962.90.  This  valuation  applies  to  the  main  body  of  parcel  228  of 
hill  land. 

(The  Master  called  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  map  shows  that 
that  piece  includes  the  bed  of  Alameda  Creek  below  it,  and  up  along 
by  the  Romaguiere  piece,  and  over  across  the  island  on  which  the 
gallery  is  located ;  that  is  all  part  of  this  228,  and  is  included  in  that 
acreage.  The  witness  stated  that  he  thought  this  would  make  a 
difference  in  his  value.) 

b-239 ;  two  pieces  in  Laguna  Creek  above  Sunol,  somewhat  inac- 

2572  cessible.    Might  do  for  chicken  ranches.    $150  an  acre ;  $3,921. 

w-239;  a  small  piece  north  of  Sunol,  on  Laguna  Creek.  Parts 
not  cut  by  waterways,  and  rights  of  way  might  be  cultivated  to 
advantage,  as  soil  is  good.  $150  an  acre;  $622.50. 

F-239;  bench  land  on  south  bank  of  Alameda  Creek.  The  re- 
mains of  an  old  orchard  on  the  place.  $35  an  acre ;  $343.35. 

2573  G-239 ;  small  piece  of  rough  land  south  side  of  Alameda  Creek 
above  Sunol.    Remains  of  old  orchard.    Might  make  cheap  chicken 
ranch.    $150  an  acre;  $3,337.50.    G-239  is  better  than  F-239.    F.  is 
the  little  corner  way  down  on  the  creek  below  the  dam,  and  is  inac- 
cessible. 

H-239 ;  high  rolling  hills  rising  on  north  bank  of  Alameda  Creek 
west  of  Sunol  to  a  height  of  some  1000  feet.  Some  spots  could  be 
cultivated,  but  best  value  is  for  early  pasture,  for  which  it  is  well 
suited.  $35  an  acre ;  $41,025.60.  I  have  no  segregation  with  respect 
to  that  tract.  The  character  of  the  land  next  to  the  railroad  is 
pretty  steep.  The  flat  land  would  be  up  in  the  northern  portion, 
being  about  the  northern  half  of  the  piece. 

1-239 ;  a  small  piece  on  Laguna  Creek  near  Sunol,  of  no  great 
value.  $100  an  acre;  $53. 
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J-239 ;  small  piece  of  creek  bank  land  above  Sunol,  on  Laguna 
Creek,  of  no  particular  value.  $100  an  acre ;  $40.  2574 

K-239 ;  a  small  piece  of  creek  bank  land  above  Sunol,  on  Laguna 
Creek,  of  small  value ;  $100  an  acre ;  $36. 

L-239 ;  the  Hadsell  place ;  now  planted  to  walnuts  to  the  extent 
of  some  97  acres,  but  trees  do  not  look  promising.  The  level  land 
in  the  plot  is  of  gravelly  loam,  of  uneven  texture.  Too  much  so  to 
be  a  success  with  alfalfa  and  vegetables,  but  fair  for  hay  and  grain. 
10,020  acres  of  hill  land  is  rolling,  but  cut  by  steep  ravine.  Soil  red 
and  gravelly  in  texture,  and  fit  for  hay  and  pasture.  Gravelly  creek 
bottom  covers  about  150  acres  in  Alameda  and  Laguna  Creeks. 
About  500  acres  of  this  entire  tract  could  be  classed  no  better  than 
good  pasture.  Mr.  Callaghan  and  I  had  the  same  segregation  on 
that  land,  because  the  engineer  gave  us  the  measures.  The  97  acres 
of  walnuts  I  valued  at  $350  an  acre.  On  550  acres  of  gravelly  loam, 
$200  an  acre.  On  1020  acres  of  rolling  hills,  $40  an  acre.  On  500 
acres  of  pasture,  $30  an  acre.  On  150  acres  of  creek  gravel,  $50  an 
acre.  Total  $207,267.70.  It  is  possible  that  the  150  acres  may  in- 
clude the  part  of  parcel  228,  of  which  we  were  speaking.  I  want  to 
look  into  that  a  little  bit. 

N-239 ;  this  is  the  northerly  portion  of  the  Whitman-Nusbaumer       2575 
place,  draining  into  Laguna  Creek.    Rolling  hills  of  reddish  gravelly 
clay;  good  for  grain,  hay  and  pasture.    Requires  summer-fallowing 
for  best  results.    The  portion  in  the  Sunol  drainage  contains  437.06 
acres,  valued  at  $50  an  acre;  $21,853. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  am  valuing  the  northern  portion.  That  comes  in  through  the 
Vallecitos. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.    SEARLS. 

244,  plot  62,  Rancho  El  Valle  de  San  Jose:  Bounded  by  west 
bank  of  Alameda  Creek  on  the  east,  and  the  Mission  road  on  the 
south ;  about  30  acres  of  rough  hill  pasture ;  40  acres  of  rolling  hills, 
and  40  acres  comparatively  flat  land,  making  110  acres  altogether. 
Soil  reddish  loam  with  shale  rock.  $100  an  acre ;  $11,000. 

252 ;  small  piece  of  creek  bank  land  on  Laguna  Creek  above 
Sunol.  No  particular  value.  $150  an  acre ;  $90. 

261 ;  on  Laguna  Creek  adjoining  Nusbaumer  piece.     Land  not 
cut  by  creek,  and  washes.    Is  good  loam  for  grain  and  vegetables.       2576 
$200  an  acre ;  $3,050. 

262;  a  small,  sharp,  triangular  piece  above  Sunol  on  Laguna 
Creek,  between  county  road  and  S.  P.  Railroad.  Somewhat  cut  by 
wash  but  soil  good  loam.  $150  an  acre;  $63,750. 

267;  Blake  place;  some  bench  land,  and  old  almond  orchard 
near  creek,  but  bulk  of  land  rises  abruptly  beyond  bench  to  a  height 
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of  1,200  feet  or  more.  Rough  and  brushy;  what  little  land  is  tillable 
is  so  far  away  on  the  top  of  the  hills,  that  it  is  of  no  agricultural 
value.  Was  for  sale  in  1905  for  $3,000.  $35  an  acre ;  $6,126.40. 

A-268 ;  rolling  hills,  except  10  acres  next  to  creek  not  on  county 
road.  40  acres  in  poor  vineyard  in  three  places.  100  acres  pasture. 
Reddish  clay  soil  with  shale  rock.  Value  $55  an  acre ;  $14,129.50. 

B-268;  fronts  on  Mission  road.  Low  valley  hills  on  north  with 
well  wooded  ravines.  About  80  acres  comparatively  level  near  road. 
Hill  land  reddish  clay  loam  with  shale.  Value  $80  per  acre; 
$20,062.40. 

290 ;  the  Nusbaumer  place.  Runs  to  the  top  of  high  hills  to  west 
of  Laguna  Creek.  Well  wooded  and  broken,  with  some  open  ridges ; 
well-sheltered  and  suitable  for  suburban  homes.  $85  an  acre; 

2577  $55,439.55.     The  portion  of  the  Nusbaumer  place  that  adjoins  the 
Alameda  Creek  is  loamy,  flat  land,  with  scattering  oak  trees.   There 
is  a  bench  there  about  250  feet  wide.    That  is  on  the  west  side  of 
the  creek.    On  the  other  side  of  the  creek  it  is  comparatively  level 
land  with  some  oak  trees,  and  a  creek  channel  down  through  it. 
West  of  the  bench,  on  the  west  side  of  the  creek,  the  land  rises  up  on 
rolling  hills  which  are  pretty  steep  as  you  get  to  the  top.    I  should 
say  the  valuation  of  that  flat  land  on  the  west  of  the  creek  is  $200 
an  acre.    My  price  on  the  Stone  piece  would  be  different  than  the 
price  on  the  entire  tract.    The  flatter  land  on  the  Stone  tract  is  as 

2578  y°u  £e*  UP  *ke  kill-    The  steep  land  on  the  Stone  tract  I  would  say 
is  of  value  $20.     My  answers  are  to  the  land  on  both  sides  of  the 
creek.     The  flat  land  up  Laguna  Creek  on  both  sides  I  valued  at 
$200  an  acre.     The  land  adjoining  the  creek  which  is  steep  land, 
is  $20. 

THIRTY-SEVENTH  HEARING.       SEPTEMBER  21,  1915. 
Witness :    ISAAC  B.  PARSONS,  for  Defendant. 

2579  DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS. 

Mr.  Callaghan  and  I,  in  looking  over  the  Niles  Canyon  and  Sunol 
drainage  area  lands,  concluded  that  it  was  rather  hard  to  tell  what 
the  market  value  of  that  land  would  be,  as  it  had  no  particular  agri- 
cultural value,  but  it  did  have  a  value  for  some  other  purposes, 

2580  especially  down  the  Niles  Canyon.    I  do  not  mean  that  it  has  no  par- 
ticular value  for  agricultural  purposes  as  to  the  Pleasanton  lands. 
This  refers  to  the  bed  of  the  creek  in  the  Niles  Canyon  lands.    We 
really  fixed  a  value  after  discussing  the  thing,  which  was  more  of  an 
arbitrary  value,  of  $100  an  acre. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  am  now  speaking  of  the  Niles  Canyon  lands  in  the  bed  of  the 
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creek.  They  have  a  value  as  a  tenting  proposition  in  the  summer 
time,  and  there  used  to  be  quite  a  little  revenue  derived  from  the  lands 
in  the  bottom  of  the  creek. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS. 

Mr.  Callaghan  and  I  reached  that  conclusion  separately,  but  we 
discussed  the  matter  quite  a  good  deal  before  fixing  our  value. 

Y-239;  part  of  Section  23,  the  drainage  of  which  is  into  Del  2581 
Valle  Creek.  High  open  hills  with  wooded  ravines.  Soil  yellow  clay 
mixed  with  shale,  and  very  poor.  Suitable  for  pasturage  purposes 
only.  White  lime  rock  slide  on  this  land.  Overlooking  steep  sidehill 
into  Del  Valle.  $10  per  acre ;  $1,400.  I  segregated  that  between  the 
Arroyo  Valle  and  the  San  Antonio  watersheds. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

That  is  a  segregation  which  was  given  to  me  by  Mr.  Searls.  ( Coun- 
sel for  Defendant  explained  that  the  engineers  figured  the  segrega- 
tion with  a  planimeter.) 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS. 

A-243 ;  Isabelle  Jordan  place,  on  east  side  of  the  Del  Valle.  Some 
areas  evidently  used  for  hay,  but  more  suitable  for  pasture.  Light 
loam  with  considerable  gravel.  $10  an  acre;  $800. 

B-243 ;  is  in  Section  13.     North  of  the  creek  it  rises  in  gently 
sloping  hills,  but  south  and  west  of  the  creek  is  steep  and  brushy,  with 
steep   ravines  in  southwest  portion.     The  portion   in  the  creek  is        2582 
gravelly  creek  bottom,  with  sycamore  trees  and  cottonwood  growing 
therein.    $15  per  acre ;  $9,600. 

C-243 ;  most  of  this  lies  south  of  the  Del  Valle  Creek.  Some  15 
acres  across  the  creek ;  some  50  or  60  acres  can  be  cultivated ;  balance 
is  steep  wooded  hills  to  the  west.  Soil  yellow  clay  with  shale.  $15 
per  acre ;  $1,800. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

I  did  not  mean  to  say  that  the  soil  of  the  whole  tract  is  yellow 
clay  with  shale.  50  or  60  acres  is  yellow  clay  with  shale.  This  runs 
down  in  the  flat  from  the  sidehill.  The  land  in  the  flat  near  the  creek, 
you  might  say  is  a  reddish,  yellow  clay. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  don't  think  there  is  very  much  bottom  land  there  by  the  creek 
that  is  of  better  quality  than  yellow  clay  and  shale.     There  will  be 
considerable  gravel  as  you  get  close  to  the  creek;  more  gravel  and 
less  clay.     My  impression  of  the  whole  piece  would  be  that  it  is  a       2583 
reddish  yellow  clay,  with  considerable  shale  in  it. 

D-243;  located  on  west  side  of  the  Del  Valle  Creek,  with  small 
orchard  and  fair  sized  house  remaining  on  the  place.  The  land  slopes 
up  on  to  the  high  hills  on  the  west,  and  is  heavily  wooded.  The  soil 
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as  to  the  land  which  slopes  down  to  the  road  and  creek  is  yellow  clay 
with  shale  rock.  $15  an  acre;  $600.  I  gave  no  value  to  the  im- 
provements. 

1-243 ;  steep  and  brushy,  cut  with  a  ravine.  Little  or  no  pasture. 
Reddish  clay  soil,  mixed  with  shale  rock.  $7  an  acre ;  $1,120. 

J-243 ;  some  parts  of  this  quarter  section  have  been  farmed,  prob- 
ably 25  acres;  but  most  of  it  brushy  and  steep.  Seems  to  be  shy  of 
water.  Some  remains  of  a  house.  Reddish  clay  soil.  $7  an  acre; 
$1,120.  The  general  nature  of  the  land  at  the  Arroyo  Valle  seems  to 
consist  of  clay  shale  soil. 

K-243;  lies  on  both  sides  of  deep  ravine  coming  up  out  of  Del 
Valle.  Dense  brush,  chaparral,  little  or  no  pasture.  $7  an  acre; 
$1,120. 

M-243;  somewhat  rough  on  account  of  ravine  running  through 
it,  but  lies  down  low  on  hill,  and  can  be  farmed  to  hay  in  places.  Soil 

2584  more  of  an  adobe  loam,  with  shale  rock.    $18  an  acre ;  $1,580.22. 

N-243 ;  mostly  within  contour  of  Del  Valle  Reservoir,  and  badly 
cut  by  creek.  Portion  above  contour  slopes  gradually  toward  east 
and  north,  and  can  be  farmed  to  hay.  Soil  in  bottom  light  gravelly 
loam.  On  slope  to  east  more  of  an  adobe  loam  with  shale  rock.  $18 
an  acre;  $4,280.58. 

O-243 ;  mostly  in  bottom  of  -creek,  and  has  little  value  for  agri- 
culture, but  would  make  good  pasture.  Most  of  soil  light  gravelly 
loam.  $18  an  acre;  $414. 

P-243 ;  rolling  hill  land,  sloping  toward  the  north.  Suitable  for 
hay  and  good  pasturage.  Ravines  on  northwest  corner.  Soil  gravelly 
loam  with  more  or  less  shale  rocks.  $18  an  acre ;  $2,880. 

Q-243 ;  cut  by  Del  Valle  Creek  and  several  ravines.  Is  rough  on 
both  sides  of  same,  with  chaparral  on  east  side,  and  dense  brush  on 
west  side.  Small  piece  near  creek  and  road  that  could  be  used  for 
pasture,  but  altogether  very  rough  section.  $7.50  an  acre;  $4,963.50. 

R-243 ;  is  Section  29.  Arroyo  Valle  Creek  runs  in  a  northwesterly 
direction  through  it.  A  deep  ravine  runs  west  in  the  creek  through 
the  southeast  quarter,  with  precipitous,  heavily  wooded  slopes,  mostly 
chaparral.  The  southwest  quarter  is  steep  and  brushy.  Northeast 
quarter  is  well  up  on  the  slope  of  hills,  mostly  open  land,  with  some 
brush  in  the  ravines.  Soil  is  light  and  shallow,  with  rock  ledges 
showing  above  the  surface.  Would  make  good  pasture  land  for  two 
or  three  months  in  the  year.  The  northwest  quarter  is  lower  down, 
and  somewhat  better  soil.  Mostly  open  pasture,  with  considerable 
oak  trees  and  native  brush.  $5  per  acre ;  $3200.  The  oak  trees  con- 

2585  sist  of  scrub  oak  and  poison  oak. 

Questioned  by  Master. 
These  scrub  oaks  are  small. 
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S-243 ;  cut  by  Del  Valle  Creek  in  northeast  corner.  Some  por- 
tions in  what  was  the  former  bed  of  the  creek  can  be  used  for  hay; 
some  open  land  near  western  side  of  the  northeast  quarter,  but  most 
of  this  piece  is  steep  and  rough,  with  jack  pines,  sycamore,  small 
scrub  oaks.  A  dwelling  still  remains  on  the  east  side  of  the  creek, 
and  affords  a  camp  for  cattle  men,  known  as  Mays  camp ;  $15  per 
acre ;  $4,861.50.  I  did  not  consider  the  value  of  the  improvements  in 
appraising  any  of  these  Arroyo  Valle  lands. 

T-243;  is  well  up  on  Del  Valle  Creek,  next  to  Devils  Kitchen. 
The  portion  north  of  Del  Valle  is  fairly  open  pasture,  but  south  and 
west  is  rough,  dense  brush,  and  inaccessible.  $5  an  acre ;  $800. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

The  most  of  that  parcel  west  of  the  creek  is  dense  brush  that  is 
inaccessible. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS. 

U-243 ;  steep,  brushy  tract  of  land,  up  on  the  sidehill  above  Del 
Valle  Creek ;  very  little  pasture.  $5  an  acre ;  $800. 

V-243 ;  cut  by  Del  Valle  Creek,  and  also  in  several  directions  by 
steep,  rocky  ravines,  that  are  in  chaparral  and  dense  brush;  very 
little  pasture.  $4.50  an  acre ;  $2,880. 

247 ;  Cresta  Blanca  piece,  is  on  road  up  Del  Valle,  above  Cresta  2586 
Blanca  vineyard,  and  east  of  Del  Valle  Creek.  Presents  a  steep, 
brushy,  and  almost  perpendicular  fall  to  the  west.  Of  no  particular 
value.  Top  open  pasture,  but  considerably  broken,  and  not  a  great 
deal  of  it.  I  would  say  a  third  of  it  is  fairly  open  land.  $5  an  acre ; 
$820. 

N-268 ;  is  below  Cresta  Blanca  in  the  bottom  of  the  creek.  Very 
little  agricultural  value.  Some  value  as  gravel  pit,  but  probably  too 
far  from  the  railroad,  and  if  there  are  well  established  gravel  pits 
farther  down  the  stream,  the  flood  water  would  take  the  gravel  out 
of  this  pit,  and  always  fill  the  lower  pit.  $50  an  acre ;  $10,743.50.  The 
exhibit  is  correct  in  showing  a  total  of  $53,783.30,  or  an  average  of 
$10.81  per  acre.  2587 

I  considered  certain  sales  which  had  been  made  in  the  neighbor- 
hood, in  connection  with  my  appraisal  of  the  Arroyo  Valle  lands.  The 
first  is  640  acres  in  Section  11,  Township  4  South,  Range  3  East,  made 
by  Kate  Dillon  Winship,  to  Peter  Moy,  on  October  5,  1910,  at  $7.50 
per  acre.  This  land  lies  about  8  miles  southeast  of  Livermore,  and  is 
easily  accessible  over  the  Mocho  road.  It  is  open  pasture,  with  good 
springs  and  trees.  If  anything  is  better  than  much  of  the  Arroyo 
Valle  land,  and  by  Arroyo  Valle  lands,  I  refer  to  those  lands  held  by 
the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co. 

Another  sale  is  in  the  southwest  quarter  of  Section  6,  Township 
4  South,  Range  3  East,  on  the  Mocho.  Sold  by  the  O'Rourke  Estate 
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to  Walter  Holmes,  in  May,  1915,  for  $2500.     There  were  improve- 
ments on  that  place. 
2588  Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

I  do  not  know  anything  about  the  conditions  of  the  estate,  or 
whether  the  estate  was  in  a  condition  that  made  it  necessary  to  sell 
that  property.  I  think  it  had  been  for  sale  for  some  time.  I  do  not 
know  but  what  it  was  owned  by  the  estate,  and  the  estate  had  been 
settled  up.  From  the  information  I  had,  I  didn't  take  it  that  it  was 
2588-2590  sold  in  order  to  settle  up  the  estate. 

(The  Master  granted  a  motion  to  have  this  testimony  stricken 
out,  with  the  privilege  of  introducing  further  testimony  in  support 
of  the  matter  later.  This  is  due  to  the  fact  that  it  is  the  Master's 
opinion  that  probate  sales  are  not  an  indicia  of  values  unless  they 
are  substantiated.) 

DIRECT   EXAMINATION  BY   MR.    SEARLS. 

There  was  a  sale  to  Rose  from  Wells ;  the  west  half  of  the  south- 
east quarter,  and  the  east  half  of  the  southwest  quarter,  Section  2, 
Township  5  South,  Range  2  East,  made  February  7,  1914,  of  160 
acres,  at  $3  an  acre.  I  should  have  said  that  Manuel  Rose  bought 
of  Joseph  Rose  Silva  on  the  above  date,  and  the  property  was  resold 

2591  to  Lee  Wells  in  July,  1915. 

(The  information  in  regard  to  this  particular  piece  was  derived 
by  the  witness  from  Mr.  McDonald,  and  Counsel  for  Plaintiff  there- 
upon asked  that  it  be  stricken  out,  and  the  motion  was  granted.) 

I  have  another  sale ;  Sections  1,  2,  11  and  12,  in  Township  4  South, 

2592  Range  2  East,  the  information  in  regard  to  which  I  obtained  from 
the  man  who  purchased  the  land.    The  parties  to  the  sale  were  Pope 
and  Patterson,  and  the  date  was  1899,  at  $6  an  acre.    These  lands 
adjoin  the  Spring  Valley  land  on  the  north,  and  by  that  I  refer  to 
the  adjoining  lands,  and  lands  in  the  Arroyo  Valle.    The  lands  in  this 
sale  are  as  good,  and  in  some  cases,  better  than  the  Spring  Valley 
lands,  and  they  are  more  accessible.    The  owner  of  the  lands  has  told 

2593  me  what  he  would  sell  them  for,  and  offered  to  sell  them  to  me  at  $15 
an  acre.    This  offer  was  made  this  year. 

2594  a-239 ;  on  head  waters  of  Mose  Williams  and  San  Antonio  Creeks. 
Hills  high  and  steep ;  north  half  black  brush ;  southeast  quarter  some- 
what open,  probably  one-half  brush.    $10  per  acre;  $4,800. 

P-239 ;  lot  8  of  Rancho  El  Valle  de  San  Jose.  Mostly  level  bench 
land,  running  into  high  hills  on  the  south.  Large  oak  trees  in  the 
flat.  Some  good  adobe  soil,  and  some  mixed  with  shale.  Southern 
portion  better  for  pasture  to  the  extent  of  about  100  acres.  Would 
require  summer-fallowing  occasionally.  Value  $45 ;  $20,728.35. 

Q-239 ;  plot  9 ;  light  loam  with  shale ;  oak  trees  in  bottom  land 
east  of  Indian  Creek.  Land  west  of  creek  heavier  and  better,  almost 
an  adobe ;  also  has  oak  trees.  Probably  100  acres  in  the  southern  end 
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is  pasture.    Indian  Creek  runs  northwesterly  through  the  tract.    $35 
an  acre ;  $15,867.95. 

R-239;  plot  3.  Land  rough.  South  of  San  Antonio.  Light, 
gravelly  soil.  North  of  creek  red  clay  loam,  poor  quality,  with  oak 
trees  in  the  flat.  $30  an  acre ;  $11,925.90. 

S-239 ;  Eancho  El  Valle  de  San  Jose.  Divided  by  San  Antonio 
Creek  into  about  two  equal  parts.  Portion  north  of  the  creek  rolling 
hills  to  a  considerable  height,  but  will  permit  of  cultivation ;  gravelly 
clay  loam;  soil  not  very  strong.  South  of  San  Antonio  Creek  open 
bench  land  with  oak  trees.  High  hills  in  the  southerly  portion  of  the 
tract.  Portions  might  be  farmed  occasionally,  but  better  use  would 
be  for  pasture.  $30  an  acre ;  $26,794.50. 

T-239 ;  plot  5  Rancho  El  Valle  de  San  Jose.  Bisected  by  San 
Antonio  Creek,  but  more  broken  with  ravines  in  the  southern  part.  2595 
North  of  the  San  Antonio  the  land  can  be  farmed  to  hay.  Soil  is 
an  adobe  loam,  and  the  conditions  are  more  favorable  than  on  the 
south  half.  On  account  of  the  rough  land  in  the  south,  it  is  not  worth 
per  acre  what  it  is  in  the  previous  plot.  $25  per  acre,  $25,957.25. 

U-239 ;  fractional  Section  30,  slopes  up  to  Indian  Creek.  Rough 
pasture.  Portion  west  of  Indian  Creek  very  steep  and  wooded  with 
slides  showing.  East  of  creek  more  open,  with  small  scattering  oak 
trees  on  the  ridges.  Would  be  doubtful  farming.  Indications  of  it 
having  been  farmed  in  the  past,  but  it  didn't  look  as  though  it  was 
very  successful.  Considerable  shale  in  the  soil.  $8  an  acre ;  $2,508.88. 

V-239 ;  southeast  quarter,  and  south  half  of  the  southwest  quar- 
ter of  Section  20.  Covered  almost  entirely  with  chaparral  brush. 
Poor  clay  mixed  with  shale  rock.  Even  a  high  valuation  on  the  open 
pasture  would,  on  account  of  the  chaparral,  make  this  section  of  small 
value  to  stock  men.  $10  per  acre ;  $2,299.50. 

W-239 ;  fractional  Section  19 ;  lies  up  on  hill  south  of  plots  4  and 
5,  and  cut  in  west  by  Indian  Creek,  the  banks  of  which  are  steep  and 
rough.  Toward  the  east  the  hills  are  somewhat  open,  possibly  till- 
able, but  better  for  pasture.  Clay  and  shale  soil.  $12.50  per  acre; 
$1,348.12.  2596 

X-239 ;  Section  21 ;  lies  on  both  sides  of  San  Antonio  Creek. 
North  of  creek,  though  rough,  has  some  good  pasture ;  south  of  creek 
is  mostly  of  black  chaparral,  and  of  little  value.  $10  per  acre ;  $6400. 
When  I  say  that  the  portion  south  of  the  creek  is  of  no  value,  I 
mean  it  has  very  little  pasturage  value,  as  most  any  land  has  some 
money  value. 

Z-239 ;  fractional  sections  16,  17  and  20 ;  lies  east  of  plot  5,  and 
mostly  north  of  San  Antonio  Creek.  The  black  chaparral  hills  in 
Section  21  extend  into  20.  North  of  creek  is  rolling  hill  pasture  in 
16,  and  steeper  hill  pasture  in  17.  $10  per  acre ;  $3,646.50. 

Referring  to  Y-239 ;  there  are  140  acres  given  to  Del  Valle  water- 
shed, leaving  500  acres  in  that  section  tributary  to  San  Antonio.  That 
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would  be  a  part  of  Section  23,  Township  4  South,  Range  2  East,  on 
Map  14. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

As  a  rule,  I  made  these  notes  up  on  the  ground,  but  I  have  not 
the  original  notes,  as  they  have  been  destroyed. 

2597  DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS. 

The  portion  of  Section  23  in  San  Antonio  watershed  lies  on  both 
sides  of  the  Mose  Williams  Gulch,  up  on  a  ridge  overlooking  the  Del 
Valle  to  the  east,  and  the  San  Antonio  to  the  west.  Light,  yellow 
clay  with  shale  rock.  No  farming  value.  Has  reputation  of  being  shy 
of  water  in  summer ;  cold  in  winter.  Quicksilver  prospect  hole  in  the 
eastern  portion,  with  rock  outcroppings.  $10  an  acre ;  $5,000. 

O-239,  Map  15 ;  mostly  level  land  in  the  San  Antonio,  extending 
up  into  rolling  hills  on  the  south.  The  hill  land  contains  rather  better 
land  than  the  bottom  lands,  as  the  bottom  lands  contain  considerable 
shale  rock  and  gravel.  $40  an  acre;  $16,840. 

M-239 ;  the  portion  segregated  to  San  Antonio  watershed.  This 
watershed  is  credited  with  1,059  acres.  400  acres  classed  as  farming 
land  will  include  the  bottom  lands  above  the  dam  site,  together  with 
that  part  of  the  hill  land  both  north  and  south  of  the  San  Antonio. 
Close  to  the  creek,  although  comparatively  level,  the  land  is  mixed 
with  gravel,  and  would  be  in  all  probability,  wet  in  the  early  spring, 
and  liable  to  dry  out  early  in  summer.  Plowing  and  harvesting 
would  be  interfered  with  on  account  of  the  growth  of  oak  trees ;  the 
land  is  more  or  less  cut  by  arroyos.  The  hill  land  that  is  suitable  for 
farming  is  more  or  less  broken,  and  high  on  top  of  ridge,  but  fairly 
good  in  quality.  The  ridge  leading  up  to  the  top  land  is  steep,  and 
expensive  to  operate  over.  The  pasture  land  in  this  ridge  is  fairly 
open  in  part,  but  contains  much  that  is  rough.  Even  a  high  value 

2598  placed  on  the  good  open  pasture  would  be  greatly  reduced  when 
taken  as  a  whole,  by  the  rough  steep  ravine  land.     400  acres  at 
$40  an  acre;  $16,000;  659  acres  at  $20  an  acre,  $13,180.     Total 
$29,180. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

The  659  acre  piece  is  the  hill  land  up  in  the  southern  part,  but  it 
does  not  go  west  to  Alameda  Creek.  The  hill  land  which  I  have 
segregated  to  San  Antonio  is  in  the  eastern  part. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

The  land  I  am  dealing  with  now  is  the  659  acres  of  pasture  land 
in  the  southeasterly  part.,  or  the  southerly  part  of  that  part  of  the 
De  Saissett  tract  that  drains  toward  the  San  Antonio. 

(Discussion  between  Counsel  and  the  Master  and  Witness  as  to 
where  the  line  would  go  to  indicate  what  the  witness  means  by  the 

2599  southerly  part.) 
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N-239 ;  the  portion  segregated  in  the  San  Antonio.  I  originally 
made  my  valuation  of  this  tract  as  a  whole,  and  after  I  made  the 
segregation,  I  held  to  the  same  valuation  in  both  cases,  because  it 
would  make  no  difference  in  the  total  valuation  of  the  land.  This 
portion  in  the  San  Antonio  is  the  southerly  portion  of  the  Whitman- 
Nusbaumer  piece,  plot  2  in  San  Antonio  watershed.  Steep  red  bluffs 
of  gravelly  clay  formation;  not  as  good  as  northerly  portion,  but 
taken  in  connection  therewith  is  of  the  same  value.  $50  an  acre; 
$16,390.  The  average  per  acre  of  San  Antonio  lands  is  $24.68. 

M-239,  Alameda  watershed;  2,255.04  acres,  a  portion  of  plot  6        2600 
Rancho  El  Valle  de  San  Jose.    300  acres  of  gravel  land ;  creek  bottom 
gravel.    It  has  no  value  for  farming,  but  might  have  some  commer- 
cial value  for  gravel.    Value  $50  an  acre. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

This  figure  of  300  acres  was  given  to  me.  There  was  a  surveyor 
in  there  about  a  year  ago,  and  with  the  data  that  he  had,  and  the 
data  that  Mr.  Searls  furnished  me,  I  used  the  300  acres  of  creek 
bottom  land  as  near  as  I  could  get  at  it.  Without  a  survey,  you  2601 
could  not  come  within  50  acres  of  it.  Mr.  Callaghan,  Mr.  McDonald 
and  myself  told  the  surveyor  what  to  pick  out.  250  acres  of  creek 
bottom  farming  land,  which  contains  considerable  gravel  and  sand, 
is  hard  to  get  at  in  the  spring  on  account  of  flood  waters,  and  would 
dry  out  early  in  the  summer.  $150  per  acre;  $37,500.  This  level 
land  is  after  you  leave  the  creek  bottom,  and  when  you  get  into  the 
creek  bottom  farming  land. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS. 

That  is  a  strip  which  in  a  way  parallels  the  creek.  They  both 
parallel  the  creek,  and  are  somewhat  irregular  in  shape.  The  sur- 
veyor also  made  that  segregation. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

This  250  acres,  valued  at  $150,  can  be  described  as  lying  be- 
tween the  area  of  gravel  and  the  beginning  of  the  hills.  The  pas- 
ture land  and  the  hill  farming  land  is  the  next.  We  didn't  have  a 
survey  of  it.  That  is  our  estimate  on  that.  Hill  farming  land  250 
acres  at  $40  an  acre ;  $10,000.  It  lies  high  up  on  the  hills  and  is  hard 
to  get  at.  Soil  dark  loam  to  adobe.  Suitable  for  hay  but  not  grain.  2602 
$40  an  acre ;  $10,000.  This  land  in  the  pasture  lies  in  several  areas. 
It  is  a  physical  impossibility  to  indicate  on  the  map  the  portions 
which  are  classified  as  hill  farming.  The  250  acres  is  not  in  the 
border  between  the  bottom  land  and  the  hill  pasture.  This  is  up  on 
top  of  the  hills ;  the  flats  on  top  of  the  hills ;  the  portions  that  can  be 
plowed  and  handled  advantageously  for  hay.  The  soil  is  pretty  good 
soil  up  there,  but  it  is  hard  to  get  at.  The  pasture  land  is  fairly  open, 
but  rough  in  places,  being  very  rough  in  the  south,  and  brushy  in 
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ravines.     There  is  1,455.04  acres  in  pasture  land,  at  $20  an  acre ; 
$29,100.80. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS. 

250;  portion  of  Section  11,  Township  5  South,  Range  1  East, 
being  the  northwest  quarter  of  the  southeast  quarter,  and  the  north 
half  of  the  southwest  quarter,  containing  400  acres.  Cut  east  and 
west  in  the  northwest  quarter,  and  north  and  south  in  the  southeast 
quarter  by  Calaveras  or  Alameda  Creek,  and  reached  by  county  road 
from  Sunol.  Some  40  acres  can  be  cultivated  along  creek.  South- 

2603  east  quarter  is  steep,  but  fairly  open  in  places  across  the  creek; 
balance  steep  and  brushy.    Considerable  water  for  stock.    $12.50  an 
acre;  $5,000. 

572.05  acres,  Section  3;  up  Alameda  Creek  which  passes  about 
through  the  middle.  Old  Rosedale  school  house  on  this  tract. 
Haynes  Gulch  runs  westerly  through  the  northern  part.  Some  land 
suitable  for  cultivation  near  creek;  balance  of  section  brushy  and 
rough,  with  several  ravines.  $20  an  acre ;  $11,441. 

235.98  acre  piece ;  all  that  portion  of  the  east  half  of  Section  4, 
lying  to  the  south  of  Haynes  Gulch.  A  rough  piece  of  sidehill  land, 
badly  broken  up  and  covered  with  brush.  The  top  of  hills  instead 
of  affording  the  usual  pasture  land,  have  very  little  use  on  account 
of  sagebrush.  Considerable  sandstone  in  the  southeast  quarter.  $10 
an  acre ;  $2,359.80. 

Part  4,  being  the  southwest  quarter,  and  the  west  half  of  the 
northwest  quarter  of  Section  2.  Mostly  south  of  Welch  Creek,  and 
east  of  Alameda  Creek.  Steep  and  rocky.  Two  high  peaks  rise  to 
considerable  height  in  the  south  half.  Southern  exposure  in  south 
half,  and  light  soil  close  to  rock.  Portion  next  to  Welch  Creek  is 
steep  and  wooded.  $10  per  acre;  $2400. 

The  Master  informed  Counsel  for  Plaintiff  that  the  portion  lying 
south  of  the  southwest  quarter  of  Section  2  is  the  piece  first  de- 
scribed, and  shown  mostly  on  Map  16. 

2604  The  average  per  acre  for  that  tract  is  $14.64. 

264,  lots  F  and  G,  Rancho  El  Valle  de  San  Jose,  on  west  bank 
of  Alameda  Creek.  G  contains  considerable  good  farming  land, 
though  somewhat  gravelly.  Balance  of  G  and  all  of  F  rises  up  on 
the  steep  sidehills,  covered  with  brush  and  trees.  $40  an  acre; 
$3,285.20.  There  is  an  old  run-down  orchard  on  the  place,  but  I 
would  not  say  that  it  is  commercially  adapted  for  fruit  raising. 

C-268;  west  of  Alameda  Creek,  and  extending  up  toward  the 
Mission  Peak.  About  75  acres  comparatively  level  land.  220  acres 
rolling  hills  cut  with  ravines.  The  balance,  200  acres,  pasture  land, 
brushy  and  rough.  Seems  to  have  plenty  of  water  furnished  by 
creek  which  flows  through  the  pasture.  $41  per  acre ;  $20.290.49. 

D-268;  on  Mission  Peak  range.    Slopes  into  Haynes  Gulch  and 
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Alameda  Creek.  Steep  deep  gulches  in  the  north  and  west  parts. 
Some  100  acres  could  be  cultivated,  but  would  make  better  pasture. 
Light  soil  and  shale  rock  which  shows  on  the  surface.  $30  an  acre ; 
$8,967.30. 

285,  lot  H.  Rancho  El  Valle  de  San  Jose.  Rough  broken  land 
on  east  side  of  Mission  Peak  down  to  Alameda  Creek ;  25  to  40  acres 
on  top  can  be  farmed,  and  15  to  20  acres  bench  land  along  the  creek 
can  be  farmed  to  hay.  Balance  steep  and  brushy.  $20  an  acre; 
$2,746.60.  2605 

223,  Map  16 ;  portion  of  Section  13,  Township  5  South,  Range  1 
East.  The  Alameda,  La  Honda  and  Calaveras  Creeks  have  their 
junction  in  the  northwest  quarter  of  this  section.  Land  in  the  gulch 
is  very  rough  and  brushy,  and  very  steep  slopes  up  from  these 
creeks.  Balance  of  tract  is  more  open  along  the  Mount  Day  road, 
and  some  benches  east  of  Calaveras  dam  furnish  fair  pasture.  As 
a  whole  the  tract  should  be  classed  as  poor  pasture  land.  $8  an  acre ; 
$3520.  By  driving  up  to  the  divide  in  Section  14,  across  Calaveras 
Creek,  you  can  look  back  to  the  east  and  get  a  very  fair  view  of  that 
section  very  easily. 

225;  segregated  into  7  parts. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  am  considering  Section  13.  The  first  one  is  200  acres,  being  all  2G06 
that  portion  of  Section  13  which  is  included  in  parcel  225.  The 
Mount  Day  road  runs  through  the  south  half  of  the  southeast  quarter 
of  this  section.  The  south  half  of  the  southeast  quarter  is  fairly 
open  pasture  land,  with  sufficient  water  for  stock.  The  Calaveras 
dam  is  in  the  west  half  of  the  southwest  quarter,  and  the  land  in  this 
portion — the  south  half  of  the  southeast  quarter — is  very  rough  and 
brushy.  The  Arroyo  Honda  runs  through  a  deep  gorge.  The  portion 
lying  west  of  the  creek  is  very  steep  and  much  broken  by  ravines. 
$10  an  acre ;  $2,000. 

240  acres  being  part  of  the  north  half  of  Section  23;  that  is 
160  acres  and  80  acres.  Nearly  all  of  the  northeast  quarter  of  this 
section  is  in  the  Calaveras  Reservoir.  The  power  house  is  built  near 
the  northeast  corner  of  the  section.  Half  of  this  quarter  is  tillable 
and  is  fair  hay  land.  Portions  of  the  quarter  west  of  the  reservoir 
contour  steep  and  brushy.  The  north  half  of  the  northwest  quarter 
is  near  top  of  the  ridge,  and  is  cut  by  two  ravines  with  very  steep 
and  brushy  slopes.  Very  fair  pasture  land.  $25  an  acre ;  $6,000.  2606V2 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.   SEARLS.  2607 

600  acres,  part  of  Section  14.  Private  road  of  Spring  Valley 
Water  Co.,  runs  through  this  tract.  East  half  rolling  hills,  except  in 
the  northeast,  which  is  very  steep.  Soil  of  fair  depth,  with  shale 
outcroppings  on  ledges.  West  half  of  section  well  up  on  the  ridge. 
Cut  by  two  deep  brushy  ravines  running  easterly,  one  discharging 
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into  Alameda  Creek,  the  other  into  Calaveras  Reservoir.  Slopes  of 
ridges  between  these  ravines  fair  pasture.  As  a  whole  should  be 
classed  as  fair  pasture  land.  $15  an  acre ;  $9,000. 

80  acres,  portion  of  Section  11.  The  old  creek  road,  and  new 
Spring  Valley  road  run  through  this  tract.  About  10  acres  tillable ; 
balance  steep,  but  well  watered  and  accessible.  Fair  pasture.  $12.50 
an  acre;  $1,000. 

120  acres;  southeast  quarter  of  the  southeast  quarter  of  Section 
16,  and  west  half  of  the  southwest  quarter  of  Section  15,  Township 
5  South,  Range  1  East.  The  80  acres  in  Section  15,  rolling  hill  land, 
about  70  percent  tillable.  Lies  east  of  County  Road  2518.  Soil 
shallow  and  stony,  suitable  for  hay  and  grain,  but  not  very  pro- 
ductive. 40  acres  in  Section  16  rolling  hills,  suitable  for  pasture 
only.  $25  an  acre ;  $3,000. 

2608  160  acres,  Section  22 ;  40  acres  in  northwest  quarter  of  Section 
22,  lies  on  top  of  ridge,  but  is  tillable.     Soil  shallow,  and  not  very 
fertile.     120  acres  in  the  northeast  quarter,  has  about  90  acres  of 
tillable  land;  balance  waste  land,  with  outcroppings  and  sandstone 
ledges.    Tillable  land  suitable  for  hay  and  grain,  but  light  crop  only 
would  be  expected.    $20  an  acre;  $3200. 

Part  7,  in  Section  24,  being  in  the  north  half  of  Section  24.  Good 
open  pasture  land,  with  some  good  bench  land,  and  protected  places 
for  stock.  Two  good  springs.  Power  house  near  the  northwest 
corner.  Considerable  area  in  Calaveras  Creek.  Some  small  areas 
could  be  cultivated,  but  on  the  whole,  would  be  more  of  a  pasture 
proposition.  $20  an  acre;  $6,400. 

A-241 ;  in  two  parts.  First,  the  south  half  of  Section  19,  Town- 
ship 5  South,  Range  2  East;  is  on  the  northern  slope  of  La  Honda 
Creek.  Southwest  quarter  cut  by  two  ravines  running  north  and 
south.  Steep  and  rocky.  Some  fair  pasture  land  on  this  quarter. 
Balance  of  tract  poor,  with  light  shallow  soil.  $10  an  acre ;  $3,170.40. 

The  second  part  is  the  north  half  of  Section  19 ;  high  and  cold 
and  windy.  Oak  Ridge  runs  through  the  northeast  quarter,  and  also 
the  Mount  Day  road.  Nearly  all  drains  toward  Arroyo  Honda. 
Upper  end  of  deep  ravine  cuts  tract.  Soil  dark  clay  loam.  Ledge 
outcroppings  here  and  there.  Good  spring  in  the  northeast  quarter. 
$12.50  an  acre ;  $3,963. 

E-241 ;  portion  of  Section  23.  80  acres  in  Alameda  County,  160 
acres  in  Santa  Clara  County.  Entire  tract  west  of  Calaveras  Reser- 

2609  vo*r  cu^  ky  *wo  steeP  brushy  ravines;  only  open  pasture  on  top  of 
the  ridges,  and  only  one-third  of  entire  area  suitable  for  pasture. 
Outcroppings  of  sandstone  ledges  near  west  line  of  tract.     $8  an 
acre;  $1,920. 

F-241;  cut  by  Calaveras  Creek,  and  very  steep  and  barren.  In- 
clined to  slide  into  creek.  Soil  shallow,  and  mostly  shale.  No  agri- 
cultural value.  $10  an  acre;  $400.  You  would  have  to  look  for  a 
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value  in  that  piece  other  than  agricultural  value;  you  would  find 
somebody,  probably,  who  would  give  you  $10  an  acre  for  it  as  a 
hunting  or  fishing  place.  It  has  more  value  that  way  than  for  any- 
thing else. 

246;  Mount  Day  road  passes  through  the  southwest  quarter. 
South  half  of  section  open  slopes,  with  200  acres  tillable.  Northeast 
quarter  on  slope  into  Alameda  Creek,  and  runs  across  the  creek. 
This  quarter  very  rough  and  brushy,  and  poor  pasture.  $15  an  acre ; 
$7,111.80. 

251 ;  in  three  parts :  Section  10,  Township  5  South,  Range  1  East, 
excepting  5  acres  owned  by  Victor  H.  Metcalf — 635  acres.  Also  part 
of  the  south  half  of  Section  3 ;  67  acres.  The  northeast  corner  of 
the  tract  in  Alameda  Creek.  Spring  Valley  road  runs  through  it.  2610 
East  half  cut  by  two  deep  ravines  running  easterly,  with  steep 
brushy  slope.  West  half  has  good  open  slope  near  upper  end  of 
ravine.  A  road  leads  into  the  west  half  of  section  from  the  Mission 
Peak  road.  Some  tillable  land  on  top  of  ridge  along  the  road.  As 
a  whole,  fair  pasture  land.  $10  an  acre ;  $7,029.50. 

Part  3:  Section  9.  Mission  Peak  road  runs  through  this  tract. 
It  is  the  east  half  of  the  northeast  quarter,  and  the  southwest  quarter 
of  the  northeast  quarter,  and  all  of  the  southeast  quarter,  and  the 
east  half  of  the  southwest  quarter  of  Section  9,  Township  5  South, 
Range  1  East.  Partially  tillable,  but  cut  with  gulches,  and  several 
patches  of  waste  land.  The  east  half  of  the  northeast  quarter  very 
steep  and  brushy.  Suitable  for  pasture.  Several  good  springs  in 
tract.  Soil  shallow  and  poor  in  quality.  ll/2  tons  of  hay  probably 
the  maximum  yield ;  that  is  on  the  farming  land.  Value  $25  an  acre. 
I  do  not  know  exactly  the  number  of  acres  of  tillable  land  in  that 
section.  I  should  say  a  third  of  the  whole  parcel.  In  Section  9  I 
should  say  there  would  be  half  of  it  that  would  be  farming  land.  2611 
What  I  mean  to  say  is,  that  I  think  you  could  probably  farm  one- 
third  of  the  land  in  251.  You  could  get  about  1%  tons  of  hay  to  the 
acre  on  top  of  those  hills  in  parcel  251. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

There  is  less  tillable  land  in  proportion  in  the  portion  included 
in  Section  10,  and  in  Section  3,  than  there  is  in  Section  9.  Approxi- 
mately one-third  of  the  whole  piece,  including  part  of  Section  9,  all 
of  Section  10,  and  some  additional  acres  in  Section  3,  would  be  till- 
able land,  and  of  the  portion  that  lies  in  Section  9,  approximately  2612 
one-half  of  that  is  tillable  land. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS. 

I  do  not  think  that  you  would  produce  1%  tons  of  hay  to  the 
acre  there  year  after  year.  You  would  have  to  rest  the  land,  about 
1  year  in  4,  and  summer-fallow  it. 

258;  northwest  quarter  of  Section  18.  Is  north  of  Mount  Day 
road  on  the  slope  into  Alameda  Creek.  Steep  and  brushy.  Suitable 
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for  pasture.  $15  an  acre ;  $2,265.  That  section  by  itself  would  not 
be  worth  $15  per  acre.  I  would  put  that  in  with  the  adjoining  land. 
In  valuing  these  parcels  in  Calaveras  Valley,  I  have  treated  them 
as  parts  of  the  entire  valley.  These  individual  parcels,  in  many 

2613  cases,  would  not  have  the  value  that  I  have  placed  upon  them  if 
separate  from  the  rest  of  the  land  adjoining  them.    I  put  the  value 
on,  considering  that  they  could  be  worked  in  with  the  adjoining 
pieces.    I  did  not  do  that  in  all  cases. 

2614  •    p-268,  Map  18,  part  of  Section  30,  on  west  side  of  Arroyo  Honda 
Creek.    Slopes  into  the  creek,  and  west  of  Horseshoe  Bend.    Very 
steep  and  brushy.    Open  pasture  land  on  top  of  the  ridge.    $15  an 
acre;  $2,400. 

W-268,  in  4  parts ;  is  rolling  hills  near  the  top  of  Mission  Peak 
Ridge ;  County  Road  2518  runs  through  it.  It  is  high  up  and  rather 
inaccessible.  Many  outcroppings  and  sandstone  ledges.  Western 
portion  well  watered.  A  fine  spring  near  farmhouse.  Eastern  por- 
tion of  tract  slopes  into  Calaveras  Valley,  and  cut  up  by  ravines. 
Much  of  the  land  is  dense  brush.  200  acres  of  this  tract  tillable,  but 
not  particularly  strong  land.  %  of  a  ton  of  hay  per  acre  might  be 
expected  on  this  land.  Stones  taken  off  the  land  are  used  for  rock 
fences. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  have  not  separate  valuations  on  the  separate  pieces,  but  I  have 
the  description,  and  it  totals  up  646.75  acres.  We  made  up  these 

2615  estimates  on  the  Government's  surveys,  and  then  we  had  it  checked 
back  to  see  that  we  got  the  land  all  into  these  subdivisions.     The 
value  of  that  is  $30  an  acre;  $19,402.50. 

DIRECT   EXAMINATION   BY   MR.    SEARLS. 

X-268;  in  Section  27,  and  fractional  Section  34.  Stones  have 
been  gathered  off  the  place  to  build  stone  fences.  Cut  by  deep  brushy 
ravines;  some  tillable  land,  but  best  suited  for  pasture.  Soil  light 
decomposed  sandstone.  $30  an  acre;  $11,889.20. 

Y-268 ;  east  half  of  southwest  quarter,  and  northwest  quarter  of 
southwest  quarter  of  Section  26,  west  of  Calaveras  Valley  and  near 
top  of  slope.  Cut  by  Pomeroy  Creek,  which  makes  a  deep  ravine,  the 
slopes  being  covered  with  brush.  Rather  poor  pasture  land,  and  no 
tillable  areas.  Shallow  gravelly  soil.  $15  an  acre ;  $1,800. 

295 ;  east  half  of  Section  12.  Fairly  open  land,  and  well  watered. 
Several  ledge  outcroppings  in  the  northeast  quarter.  Soil  shallow, 
and  not  very  fertile.  Alameda  Creek  runs  through  the  south  end 
of  the  southeast  quarter,  and  a  number  of  large  boulders  show  in 
this  part  of  the  tract.  Small  areas  have  been  cultivated,  but  prob- 
ably with  poor  returns.  $10  an  acre ;  $3,200. 

2616  320;  portion  of  the  southeast  quarter  of  Section  23;  nearly  all 
in  the  Calaveras  Reservoir.     Cut  by  Calaveras-Milpitas  road,  and 
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the  Calaveras  and  La  Honda  Creeks.  Some  level  benches  have  been 
farmed.  Taken  as  a  whole,  it  is  the  best  tract  in  this  locality.  $50 
an  acre ;  $6,000. 

322 ;  south  half  of  northeast  quarter,  and  north  half  of  southeast 
quarter,  Section  26.  About  half  of  this  tract  is  in  Calaveras  Reser- 
voir on  the  west  side  of  the  valley.  Good  farm  land,  portion  of  it 
level.  Well  watered.  Soil  dark  loam,  with  good  depth.  Some  brushy 
ravines.  Suitable  for  pasture.  $100  an  acre ;  $16,000.  Parcel  320  is 
not  quite  in  the  same  locality.  You  will  notice  that  in  322  the  con- 
tour runs  pretty  well  up. 

323  ;  southeast  quarter  and  northeast  quarter  of  southwest  quarter 
of  Section  25.  Some  of  the  best  land  in  Calaveras  Valley  in  this  tract. 
Three-quarters  of  tract  on  the  floor  of  the  valley.  Hilly  on  easterly 
side,  with  considerable  sagebrush  on  slopes.  $120  an  acre ;  $2,400. 

324 ;  Sections  25  and  26  ;  bottom  land  in  Calaveras  Valley  mostly. 
Portion  in  Section  26  is  rolling  hills,  all  tillable.  $120  an  acre ;  $2,400. 

325 ;  south  half  of  Section  24 ;  north  half  of  Section  25,  and  part 
of  west  half  of  Section  30.    I  made  some  segregations  of  that.    The       2617 
south  half  of  Section  24  considerable  waste  land  in  the  Arroyo 
Honda.     North  of  creek  open  pasture,  with  some  oak  trees.     Soil 
clay.     $25  an  acre;  $8,000. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

That  is  the  whole  of  the  half  section  in  Township  5  South,  Range 
1  East. 

DIRECT   EXAMINATION  BY  MR.   SEARLS. 

The  north  half  of  Section  25 ;  80%  in  the  contour  of  the  reservoir. 
Comparatively  flat  and  fertile.  20  acres  of  prune  orchard.  Marsh 
Ridge  runs  down  through  the  tract  into  the  Arroyo  Honda.  Slopes 
into  the  creek.  Steep  and  brushy.  Slopes  into  Calaveras  Valley. 
Light  shallow  soil  in  hill  land,  with  some  brush  land.  The  respective 
totals  should  be  $27,500  and  $2,000,  making  a  grand  total  of  $29,500. 

West  half  of  Section  30,  is  brushy,  rough  and  steep,  with  consid- 
erable sagebrush  and  scrub  oak.  Soil  light  and  gravelly,  with  rock 
outcroppings ;  poor  pasture.  $10  an  acre ;  $1600. 

327 ;  portion  of  Section  26.    Bulk  of  the  tract  is  pasture.    Small 
portion  in  the  northeast  quarter  could  be  farmed.    The  western  por- 
tion rises  upon  the  hills  in  a  deep  ravine  with  heavy  brush.    $20  an       ^618 
acre ;  $1600. 

328;  portion  of  Section  30.  200  acres  in  Arroyo  Honda  Creek. 
Steep  precipitous  banks.  Dense  brush.  Light  soil. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

I  do  not  mean  that  the  whole  of  that  parcel  is  in  Arroyo  Honda 
Creek.  What  I  mean  is,  that  that  creek  runs  through  this  piece 
of  land  from  one  end  to  the  other.  Rock  outcroppings  there,  but 
little  pasture,  and  practically  no  level  land.  $8  an  acre;  $1600. 
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329 ;  portion  of  Section  30,  in  Arroyo  Honda  Creek.  Steep  banks, 
dense  brush,  little  or  no  pasture,  inaccessible.  $8  an  acre ;  $320. 

B-241;  Map  17;  lies  principally  north  of  Arroyo  Honda  Creek, 
although  south  bank  of  creek  is  well  within  the  section.  In  the  north 
half  the  slopes  are  somewhat  open  and  fairly  sheltered  from  wind, 
and  could  produce  considerable  pasture,  but  taken  as  a  whole,  it  is 
a  rough  section,  with  several  ravines  running  from  north  to  south. 
On  south  side  of  creek  the  banks  are  steep  and  precipitous  and 
brushy.  It  is  known  as  Horseshoe  Bend.  The  contour  of  the  reser- 
voir extends  well  up  into  this  section.  $5  an  acre ;  $3200.  Plenty  of 

2619  water  there. 

e-268 ;  south  half  of  Section  20,  on  top  of  Oak  Ridge.  Southeast 
quarter  on  Arroyo  Honda  watershed,  but  cut  by  ravine.  Southwest 
quarter  open  but  steep.  Rather  poor  pasture.  $10  per  acre ;  $3,200. 

q-268 ;  southwest  quarter  of  Section  28 ;  comes  down  into  Arroyo 
Honda  Creek;  steep  and  brushy.  Considerable  sagebrush  and  deep 
ravine  running  northeasterly.  $5  an  acre;  $800.  Poor  pasture,  be- 
cause of  the  quantity  of  feed. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

I  could  not  give  you  the  acreage  on  which  there  is  feed.  It  is  a 
physical  impossibility. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS. 

r-268 ;  north  half  of  Section  28,  running  up  on  the  Mt.  Day  road, 
which  passes  through  the  northeast  corner.  Several  rock  ledges, 
especially  up  near  the  northeast  corner,  where  there  is  a  very  large 
rock  outcropping.  Entire  tract  lies  on  the  slope  toward  La  Honda. 
Some  steep  areas  along  the  creek,  but  as  a  whole,  fairly  open  pasture. 

2620  $10  an  acre ;  $3,200. 

r-268 ;  160  acres  in  Section  22.  The  southeast  quarter  slopes  to- 
ward Alameda  Creek  from  the  Mt.  Day  road.  Fairly  good  soil.  Can 
be  cultivated  in  places.  Will  make  good  pasture  land.  Considerable 
bench  land  immediately  north  of  the  Mt.  Day  road.  $10  an  acre; 
$1600. 

s-268 ;  the  south  half  of  the  southeast  quarter  of  Section  22 ;  lies 
on  the  slope  toward  Alameda  Creek.  Steep,  rocky,  cut  by  ravines, 
and  brushy.  Poor  pasture.  $7.50  an  acre;  $600. 

t-268  and  u-268;  440  acres.  The  160  acres  called  the  Parker 
place,  and  the  280  acres  called  the  Flagg  place.  The  Parker  place 
lies  down  on  the  slope  toward  Alameda  Creek,  and  is  approached  from 
the  Mt.  Day  road.  Cut  by  two  ravines,  but  has  some  bench  land 
where  hay  is  raised.  Fairly  open  pasture  on  the  balance.  The  Flagg 
place  lies  on  the  south  and  west  side  of  Section  26.  The  160  acres  on 
south  side  is  fairly  open  land,  but  cold  and  windy ;  covered  with  large 
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black  oak  trees.  Soil  dark  clay.  Good  for  pasture.  The  120  acres 
on  west  side  of  section  inclined  to  be  steep  and  brushy,  and  cut  by  a 
deep  ravine.  Poor  pasture.  Altogether  $7.50  an  acre ;  $3300. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen.  2621     ; 

In  arriving  at  my  results  I  placed  the  same  valuation  per  acre 
on  each  of  the  tracts. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.   SEARLS. 

E-268,  three  parcels.  The  first  is  the  north  half  of  Section  8,  situ- 
ated on  north  side  of  Alameda  Creek,  sloping  south;  several  large 
ledges  of  rock  showing.  Soil  light  shale  rock;  good  for  pasture  only. 
$10  an  acre;  $3200. 

140  acre  tract;  north  side  of  Alameda  Creek  on  both  sides  of 
sloping  ravine;  some  areas  can  be  used  for  hay.  Light  soil,  grayish 
color;  best  use  would  be  pasture.  $12.50  an  acre;  $1,750. 

160  acre  piece;  lies  high  up  on  the  side  of  mountain  at  the  head 
of  Whitlock  Gulch.  Cold,  rocky,  inaccessible  and  steep.  Little  value 
for  pasture  or  anything  else.  $5  an  acre,  $800. 

F-268 ;  south  half  of  Section  8,  on  north  side  of  Alameda  Creek. 
Light  soil;  pasture  land  only;  considerable  outcroppings  of  rock; 
large  ledges.  $10  an  acre ;  $3200. 

The  next  is  20.20  acres;  the  west  half  of  southwest  quarter,  and 
northwest  quarter  of  Section  16,  on  north  side  of  Alameda  Creek, 
known  as  the  Mendoza  home ;  has  a  small  vineyard,  little  lake,  and  the 
usual  home  orchard ;  is  fairly  level  and  accessible ;  $50  an  acre ;  $1010. 
I  did  not  value  the  improvements. 

G-268;  Section  16;  south  half  and  northeast  quarter  of  Section  2622 
16,  lying  on  both  sides  of  Alameda  Creek.  Portion  north  of  creek 
contains  some  bench  land.  South  of  creek  is  steep  and  brushy,  and 
of  little  value.  Northeast  quarter  entirely  covered  by  a  large  peak, 
which  is  entirely  composed  of  rock,  with  hardly  any  soil ;  barren  and 
worthless.  Any  value  on  this  piece  of  land  is  in  the  portion  just 
north  of  the  creek.  $8  an  acre ;  $3,840. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

I  mean  that  the  land  that  is  of  any  particular  value  is  just  north 
of  the  creek.  The  land  south  of  the  creek  is  pretty  rough  stuff. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.    SEARLS. 

H-268,  Section  20,  on  Oak  Ridge.  Both  sides  of  Mt.  Day  road; 
some  of  it  sloping  into  Alameda  Creek.  High,  rocky,  windy,  cold. 
Old  house  near  west  line  of  northwest  quarter.  Value  $12.50  an  acre ; 
$4,000. 

D-241,  Map  18 ;  in  Section  31.  Marsh  road  runs  through  it.  The 
western  side  extends  down  to  the  contour  of  the  reservoir.  It  is 
fairly  open  pasture  land,  though  soil  is  not  very  deep,  and  contains 
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considerable  shale  rock,  and  grows  considerable  sagebrush,  which 
makes  poor  pasture. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

There  is  no  flat  land  there.  The  contour  runs  up  pretty  well  on 
2623  the  hill.  This  is  the  tract  which  is  a  little  northeast  of  where  Parks 
lived. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.   SEARLS. 

The  value  on  that  piece  is  $15  an  acre ;  total  $3,663.30. 

a-268 ;  a  small  piece  of  land  situate  west  of  the  grant  line  on  the 
north  side  of  the  Milpitas  road.  Soil  is  light  decomposed  sandstone; 
numerous  outcroppings  of  rock  next  to  the  Weller  road.  The  only 
value  this  piece  of  land  has  would  be  in  connection  with  b-268.  $35 
an  acre ;  $525. 

b-268 ;  lies  on  both  sides  of  Calaveras  road,  going  into  Calaveras 
Valley.  Portion  on  south  side  of  road,  west  of  the  grant  line,  is  in 
the  watershed  toward  Milpitas.  The  area  along  the  top  of  the  ridge 
is  light  decomposed  sandstone,  with  sandstone  ledges.  The  fences 
are  built  of  stone  collected  from  the  ground  as  far  as  they  have  gone, 
but  indications  are  that  they  could  be  extended.  Portion  lying  toward 
Calaveras  Valley  is  better  ground,  and  suitable  for  hay  and  grain. 
Taken  as  a  whole  it  is  worth  $35  an  acre;  $6,905.85. 

c-268 ;  lying  south  of  Calaveras  road,  on  both  sides  of  the  ridge ; 
irregular  in  shape,  consisting  of  several  rocky  knolls,  with  loose  rock. 
Some  of  the  land  lies  on  the  slope  towards  Milpitas.  Soil  is  decom- 
posed sandstone,  not  very  deep  on  top  of  the  hills,  but  fairly  good  at 
the  bottom  of  the  hills ;  probably  two-thirds  can  be  farmed.  Oak  trees 
'2624  and  laurels  in  the  ravines  running  through  the  tract  in  the  northeast 
quarter.  Quite  a  heavy  wooded  ravine  with  considerable  brush  cuts 
the  tract.  $45  an  acre ;  $6,993.90. 

e-268 ;  on  the  slopes  into  Calaveras  Valley,  consisting  of  broken 
rolling  hills ;  light  red  gravelly  soil,  shale  rock  appearing.  Portion 
that  can  be  farmed  would  be  some  50  or  60  acres ;  balance  well  wooded 
pasture.  $35  an  acre ;  $2,900.80. 

f-268 ;  south  of  Milpitas-Calaveras  road,  dipping  into  the  contour 
of  Calaveras  Reservoir.  Cut  by  a  ravine,  largely  covered  with  live 
oak,  scrub  oak,  etc. ;  small  areas  can  be  cultivated  for  hay  and  grain. 
Light  shale  soil  with  shale  rock.  $40  an  acre ;  $3,425. 

g-268 ;  on  slopes  into  Calaveras  Valley  just  above  contour  of  res- 
ervoir. Light  gravelly  soil  and  shale  rock.  Two-thirds  can  be  farmed. 
Has  a  small  orchard  near  northeast  corner.  $35  an  acre ;  $5,600. 

h-268;  in  southern  part  of  Calaveras  Valley,  north  of  Priesker 
place,  cut  by  two  ravines  leading  into  Alameda  Creek ;  with  steep  and 
brushy  slope,  fair  pasture.  $10  an  acre ;  $1200. 

i-268;  Priesker  place,  on  Sierra  or  Felkner  road.  The  part  in 
Sections  6  and  7  is  nothing  but  steep  ravines  running  into  Calaveras 
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Creek  and  thickly  wooded.     The  ridge  can  be  cultivated  in  places. 
Some  35  or  40  acres  in  the  southern  quarter  of  Section  6  have  been 
farmed,  but  is  rocky,  as  shown  by  piles  of  rock  on  the  ground.    Por- 
tion south  of  road  is  fair  farming  land,  but  one  could  expect  but       2625 
light  crops,  as  soil  is  thin  and  gravelly. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

I  think  that  applies  as  to  the  characteristics  of  soil  to  all  that  por- 
tion of  the  Priesker  place  which  is  tillable. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.   SEARLS. 

The  value  on  that  is  $30  an  acre ;  total  $8,197.20. 

j-268 ;  north  half  of  southwest  quarter  of  Section  31,  on  east  side 
of  Calaveras  Valley,  about  half  of  it  within  contour  of  the  reservoir. 
Reddish  gravelly  soil.  Probably  half  can  be  farmed  to  hay.  $30  an 
acre;  $2400. 

k-268;  south  half  of  southwest  quarter  of  Section  31,  cut  in  the 
southwest  corner  by  Calaveras  .Creek,  and  about  one-half  of  it  lies 
within  the  contour  of  the  reservoir.  Reddish  light  soil,  with  consid- 
erable gravel.  Could  be  farmed  for  hay.  $30  an  acre ;  $2400. 

1-268 ;  81.44  acres  in  the  west  half  of  the  northeast  quarter.  Com- 
paratively level.  Most  of  it  can  be  cultivated  for  hay,  although  the 
soil  is  light  with  some  rock  outcroppings.  80  acres  in  the  east  half  of 
the  northwest  quarter,  would  carry  a  like  description,  though  the 
southwest  quarter  lies  in  a  deep  ravine,  and  can  be  cultivated.  160 
acres  being  the  southeast  quarter  section,  has  some  light  farming  land, 
which  would  be  considered  a  pasture  proposition.  Considerable  rock 
on  ledges,  and  steep  and  brushy  slopes  to  the  ravines  in  the  southwest 
corner.  161.44  acres,  at  $30;  $4843.20,  and  160  acres  at  $12.50;  2626 
$2,000. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

It  is  the  upper  one  of  those  quarters  on  which  I  intended  to  put 
a  value  of  $30  an  acre. 

DIRECT   EXAMINATION  BY   MR.   SEARLS. 

m-268 ;  north  of  Calaveras  Creek.  A  little  piece  of  20  acres  in 
there,  steep  and  wooded.  Valuable  for  pasturage  only.  $12.50  an 
acre;  $250. 

The  portion  in  Section  5 ;  lies  on  both  sides  of  Calaveras  Creek, 
a  small  portion  can  be  cultivated  to  hay,  but  the  rest  is  a  steep  and 
brushy  ravine.  A  pasturage  proposition  only.  $12.50  an  acre; 
$2,000. 

n-268  and  0-268  taken  together ;  lies  east  of  the  Sierra  road  above 
the  Priesker  place.  Soil  very  shallow,  clay,  shale  rock.  Suitable  for 
pasture  only.  Value  $14.86  per  acre;  that  is  just  $1000  lumped  on 
the  whole  thing. 

p-268 ;  is  in  Sections  31,  6  and  32.    In  the  southeast  quarter  of 
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Section  31,  the  land  is  fairly  good  pasture,  extending  up  on  to  the 
Marsh  road.  Somewhat  open  on  top,  but  rough  further  down,  with  a 
growth  of  sagebrush  and  scrub  oak.  160  acres,  at  $15  an  acre,  $2400. 
In  Section  6  there  are  61.26  acres — some  of  this  has  been  cultivated 
for  hay.  Soil  is  light,  gravelly,  with  shale  rock.  $35  an  acre, 

2627  $2,144.10.    Part  of  Section  32,  -containing  480  acres:    This  land  ex- 
tends up  on  Poverty  Ridge,  on  both  sides  of  the  Marsh  road,  and 
reaches  over  into  La  Honda  Creek.    The  slope  into  La  Honda  Creek 
is  steep  and  brushy,  rather  heavy  clay  soil;  some  of  it  has  been 
farmed,  but  better  for  pasture.    Taken  altogether,  it  is  worth  $10 
an  acre ;  total  $4800. 

y-268 ;  in  Section  32,  on  both  sides  of  the  Marsh  road.  Consider- 
able areas  have  been  farmed.  Soil  light  reddish  nature.  $15  an 
acre;  $2400. 

z-268 ;  located  up  on  the  ridge  above  Monument  Peak.  Soil  de- 
composed sandstone,  with  sandstone  outcroppings,  light  and  bare. 
Using  this  with  the  other  lands  adjoining  to  the  east,  it  could  be 
given  a  value  of  $35  an  acre ;  total  $1400. 

321,  in  Section  36 ;  containing  160  acres.  In  north  half  of  north 
half  of  Section  36,  Township  5  South,  Range  1  East.  Good  valley 
land  within  contour  of  proposed  reservoir.  $150  an  acre ;  total  $2,400. 

80  acres,  part  of  Sections  31  and  30,  has  light  shallow  soil  over 
nearly  the  entire  area.  Rock  outcroppings.  Inclined  to  be  steep, 
with  sagebrush.  East  side  of  Calaveras  Valley.  $25  an  acre ;  $2000. 

2628  172.9  acres,  in  northeast  half  of  Section  9.    The  172.9  acres  is  in 
the  northeast  quarter  of  Section  35.    Some  of  this  is  also  in  the  con- 
tour of  the  reservoir,  and  rises  abruptly  from  the  floor  of  the  valley, 
and  has  been  cultivated  to  hay  and  grain.    Some  ravines  with  consid- 
erable brush  cut  through  this  land,  but  in  connection  with  the  balance 
of  the  tract,  would  be  worth  $50  an  acre. 

The  80  acre  tract  is  in  the  south  half  of  the  northwest  quarter 
of  Section  35,  and  extends  over  to  the  Mission  or  Weller  Road.  Soil 
decomposed  sandstone,  with  gravel  outcroppings  of  same.  Although 
this  land  can  be  cultivated,  it  is  better  as  a  pasture  proposition. 
Value  $40  an  acre,  $3200. 

The  average  value  for  the  whole  tract  is  $76.78.  The  total  value 
$36,967.50. 

Parcel  330 ;  is  in  Section  31.  The  portion  in  Section  31  is  rough 
hill  pasture,  cut  by  deep  ravine  and  sagebrush.  That  is  a  piece 
over  on  the  east  side  of  the  valley.  The  westerly  portion  extends 
up  on  the  slopes,  and  is  bounded  on  the  south  by  the  Calaveras  road. 
Soil  rather  light  loam,  but  good  for  hay  and  grain.  The  bulk  of  this 
piece  lies  on  the  floor  of  the  valley,  with  the  contour  cutting  through 
the  southwest  corner.  The  portion  in  the  bottom  of  the  valley  is 
deep  loam  with  streaks  of  gravel.  The  value  of  that  is  $125  an  acre ; 
total  $38,875. 
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THIRTY-EIGHTH  HEARING.       SEPTEMBER  22,  1915. 
Witness:    ISAAC  B.  PARSONS,  for  Defendant. 
(Certain  corrections  noted  in  the  transcript.) 

DIRECT   EXAMINATION  BY   MR.   SEARLS.  2629 

331:  Southeast  quarter  of  Section  36,  Township  5  South,  Range 
1  East ;  lies  just  north  of  the  Patton  place.  Most  of  it  is  in  the  floor  of 
the  valley,  the  south  side  extending  up  on  to  the  hills;  two-thirds 
probably  included  within  the  contour  of  the  reservoir ;  can  be  farmed  2630 
to  hay  and  grain.  Soil  light  loam  with  gravel  streaks,  especially  along 
the  eastern  side  of  this  piece.  $125  per  acre ;  $20,000. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

The  soil  is  light  in  texture,  especially  in  the  eastern  portion. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

The  soil  is  not  rich  in  fertility,  and  it  is  friable.  It  is  mixed  with 
considerable  gravel. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS. 

A-345 ;  portion  of  the  northwest  quarter  of  Section  6,  Township 
6  South,  Range  2  East;  lies  on  both  sides  of  Calaveras  Creek  in  the 
south  end  of  Calaveras  Valley.  Some  gravelly  creek  bottom,  and  some 
benches  suitable  for  cultivation.  Has  a  vineyard  on  it.  In  the  south- 
ern part  brushy  ravine.  $30  an  acre ;  $2,379.90. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

On  parcel  330,  where  I  described  the  soil  as  deep  loam  with  streaks 
of  gravel,  it  is  deeper  soil  than  on  parcel  331.  Parcel  330,  the  portion 
in  the  bottom  of  the  valley  is  deep  loam.  In  331,  in  the  floor  of  the  263^ 
valley,  the  soil  is  a  light  loam,  but  I  would  not  call  it  deep.  I  do  not 
want  to  convey  the  idea  that  the  soil  of  331  in  the  valley  is  a  shallow 
soil,  but  it  is  not  as  deep,  rich  loam  as  the  soil  of  330  in  the  valley. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

The  soil  is  deeper  in  330  than  it  is  in  331,  and  330  is  more  fertile 
than  331,  being  a  richer  loam. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS. 

C-241,  Map  18-a:  Section  33,  Township  5  South,  Range  2  East. 
On  all  sides  of  the  Arroyo  Honda  Creek;  cut  east,  west,  north  and 
south  by  deep,  precipitous  ravines.  The  bottom  of  the  creek  is  nearly 
2000  feet  below  the  ridge.  Very  little  feed  in  this  section,  and  it  is 
probably  useful  more  as  a  watering  place  for  stock  than  anything  else. 
The  southwest  corner  extends  up  toward  Poverty  Ridge  and  Marsh 
Road.  $5  an  acre ;  $3,200. 

e-268;  640  acres,  Section  36,  Township  5  South,  Range  2  East. 
High  up  on  the  Mt.  Day  road.  Portion  of  it  in  a  slope  toward  Arroyo 
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2632  Honda,  and  a  portion  of  it  in  a  slope  toward  Alameda  Creek.    Purely 
a  pasture  proposition. 

The  southeast  quarter  is  located  on  the  steep  slope  east  from  the 
Mt.  Day  road  toward  Alameda  Creek.  Precipitous  rocky  ledges  pre- 
dominate in  many  places  where  timber  is  absent.  Balance  consists  of 
a  jungle,  with  many  pine  trees. 

The  southwest  quarter,  formerly  the  Beverson  homestead;  com- 
paratively good  soil,  with  some  fruit  trees  growing  around  the  house ; 
southerly  exposure,  but  high  up  on  wind-swept  ridge. 

The  northwest  quarter  is  on  the  same  steep  slope  east  of  Mt.  Day 
road,  toward  Alameda  Creek.  Some  open  spots,  but  altogether  in- 
different pasture  land.  $7.50  an  acre;  $4.800. 

p-268;  480  acres.  Section  10,  Township  6  South,  Range  2  East. 
Located  on  Poverty  Ridge.  Black  shale  formation,  inclined  to  be  thin. 
Exposed  and  wind-swept.  Southwest  quarter  is  mostly  in  watershed 
of  Penetencia  Creek.  Northeast  quarter  extends  down  a  steep,  brushy 
slope  toward  La  Honda.  Northeast  quarter  $7.50  an  acre;  southeast 
quarter  $10  an  acre;  northwest  quarter  $10  an  acre.  The  average 
$9.16  per  acre,  and  the  total  $4,400. 

p-268 ;  Section  4,  Township  6  South,  Range  2  East.  Some  of  the 
land  can  be  farmed.  Red  light  soil,  fairly  deep  in  places.  Northeast 
quarter  on  slope  toward  La  Honda ;  very  steep,  rough  and  brushy. 
Deep  ravine  running  south  through  section.  Southwest  quarter  fairly 

2633  good  pasture,  open,  not  very  steep ;  some  nice  springs.     Southeast 
quarter  has  some  wooded  slopes;  oak  trees,  poison  oak  and  brush. 
Northwest  quarter,  161.90  acres,  at  $15  an  acre;  southeast  quarter, 
160  acres  at  $15  per  acre;  southwest  quarter  at  $15  per  acre;  north- 
east quarter  161.90  acres,  at  $7.50  an  acre ;  total  $8,442.75.    The  north- 
west quarter  of  that  section  is  about  the  same  as  the  southwest  quarter ; 
fairly  good  pasture,  open,  not  very  steep. 

r-268;  north  half  of  Section  34,  located  north  of  Arroyo  Honda 
Creek,  traversed  by  big  slide.  Pretty  high  up.  South  portion  of 
northeast  quarter  has  some  benches  and  fairly  good  pasture ;  balance 
of  area  very  steep.  It  has  southern  exposure;  light  soil  with  consid- 
erable rock  ledges  showing  above  the  surface.  Pasture  will  dry  out 
early  in  spring.  Altogether  an  undesirable  tract.  $5  an  acre ;  $1600. 

u-268;  consists  of  the  southwest  quarter  of  Section  34;  traversed 
by  Arroyo  Honda  Creek,  and  is  steep,  rocky  and  brushy.  An  old 
homestead  appears  in  the  creek  bottom,  and  some  fruit  trees  have  been 
planted.  Trail  is  wholly  inaccessible,  except  by  saddle-horse,  and  im- 
possible to  get  a  road  into  it.  As  a  whole,  very  undesirable.  $4.50 

2634  an  acre ;  $720. 

v-268,  part  of  Section  2,  Township  6  South,  Range  2  East.  The 
southwest  quarter  is  practically  perpendicular,  and  almost  impossible 
to  traverse.  Steep  wooded  slopes  with  rocky  ledges.  The  portion  in 
the  southeast  quarter  east  of  La  Honda,  less  brushy  and  more  rocks. 
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The  northwest  quarter  on  east  of  Arroyo  Honda ;  the  southwest  corner 
in  the  creek  bottom ;  some  benches ;  fairly  good  pasture  in  places.  The 
portion  in  the  northeast  quarter  mostly  in  deep  ravine,  very  steep  and 
brushy.  Taken  altogether,  a  very  undesirable  tract  of  land.  For- 
merly known  as  the  Jost  place.  $5  an  acre ;  $2,401.20. 

w-268 ;  southeast  quarter  of  Section  24,  Township  5  South,  Range 
2  East.  North  and  east  of  Arroyo  Honda  Creek;  is  rocky,  pre- 
cipitous and  brushy.  Unless  taken  in  connection  with  surrounding 
lands,  has  very  little  value.  $4.50  an  acre ;  $720. 

x-268 ;  east  half  of  the  east  half  of  Section  2,  Township  6  South, 
Range  2  East.  Located  on  the  east  slope  of  Black  Mountain;  tra- 
versed by  a  deep  ravine  running  westerly  into  Arroyo  Honda  Creek. 
Steep  and  brushy,  with  limited  areas  of  open  land;  not  accessible. 
$2.50  an  acre ;  $401.80. 

The  lands  in  the  Calaveras  Valley  and  on  the  hills  adjoining  are 
best  adapted  to  a  stock  raising  proposition.  In  placing  my  values  upon 
the  individual  parcels  of  the  Calaveras,  I  considered  the  adaptability  963r 
of  these  parcels  with  relation  to  the  whole.  I  considered  that  certain 
pieces  had  certain  advantages  in  certain  ways,  which,  if  taken  by 
themselves,  would  make  the  portion  of  land  have  very  little  value, 
but  what  one  lacked,  another  piece  of  land  near  by  had,  and  taken 
together,  one  lent  value  to  the  other.  In  my  judgment,  the  total  value 
of  the  Calaveras  lands  is  equal  to  the  total  value  of  my  appraisement. 
In  appraising  these  lands  as  part  of  the  whole,  I  appraised  them  as 
valley  farming  land,  hill  farming  land,  pasture  and  grazing  land.  The 
valley  farming  land  I  consider  best  adapted  to  hay,  grain  and  fodder, 
and  I  gave  them  a  greater  value  than  the  hill  farming  land,  solely 
upon  their  use  for  hay  and  grain.  My  range  of  values  on  the  lands 
classified  as  valley  farming  lands  was  from  $100  to  $150  an  acre.  I 
considered  that  those  lands  might  have  other  uses  than  for  hay  and 
grain,  but  the  best  use,  and  the  highest  use  would  be  for  hay  and  grain. 
The  hill  farming  lands  I  valued  at  from  $25  to  $50  an  acre,  and  the 
pasture  lands  at  $4.50  to  $20  an  acre.  2636 

The  division  between  different  grades  of  land  did  not  always 
correspond  to  the  division  between  the  parcels. 

I  would  say  that  the  hill  lands  on  the  west  side  of  the  Calaveras 
Valley  are  not  adapted  to  fruit  growing,  except  in  spots.  I  do  not 
mean  that  fruit  could  not  be  grown  on  them,  but  it  could  not  be  grown 
to  make  a  commercial  proposition  of  it.  I  do  not  think  there  is  any 
comparison  between  these  hill  lands  and  the  lands  in  the  hills  im- 
mediately adjoining  the  floor  of  Santa  Clara  Valley.  The  land  on 
the  west  slope  down  into  the  Santa  Clara  Valley  is  very  much  better  2637 
adapted  to  fruit  growing  and  early  vegetables  than  the  slopes  of  the 
same  ridge  into  Calaveras. 

I  think  the  Hansen  lands  are  very  much  better  than  the  lands 
on  the  east  slope  of  the  hills  to  the  west  of  Calaveras  Valley,  on  account 
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of  the  south  and  westerly  exposure,  the  accessibility,  and  the  plenti- 
fulness  of  water.  Along  that  range  of  hills  there  is  a  generally  rec- 
ognised superiority  as  to  the  south  and  westerly  exposure. 

From  my  own  knowledge,  and  on  the  investigation  made  by  my- 
self, I  find  that  the  Spring  Valley  paid  very  high  prices  for  these 

2638  lands.     I  would  cite  the  case  of  the  Pope-Patterson  sale,  and  also 
parcel  1-243,  Map  14,  Section  24.    This  latter  was  purchased  in  1901 

2639  by  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,  for  $7.69  an  acre.    In  the  same  year 
they  purchased  K-243,  which  is  about  as  desirable  land  as  1-243,  at 
$10.45  an  acre.    They  also  purchased  U-243  for  $7.17  an  acre,  which 
is  about  the  same  as  the  land  in  1-243,  both  being  steep  sidehill  land. 

The  Pope-Patterson  ranch,  bought  in  1899,  for  $6  an  acre,  is  very 
much  better  land  than  these  lands  I  have  mentioned  as  purchased  by 
the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  Mr.  Patterson  did  not  make  me  a  regu- 

2640  lar  offer  to  sell  those  lands.    He  said  he  considered  that  land  worth 
$12  to  $15  an  acre. 

(It  was  ordered  that  the  witness'  statement,  made  at  the  previous 
days  hearing,  that  Mr.  Patterson  had  offered  to  sell  him  the  land, 
should  be  stricken  out.) 

I  would  say  it  would  take  five  years  to  sell  the  Pleasanton  lands, 
either  in  whole,  or  in  part,  at  the  figures  I  have  placed  on  them.  I  do 
not  believe  that  I  could  get  the  prices  that  I  have  placed  upon  them 
if  I  had  to  sell  them  in  a  shorter  time.  The  prices  would  be  lower 
under  those  conditions. 

To  explain  the  method  under  which  I  proceeded  to  make  the 
appraisal  of  these  Alameda  and  Santa  Clara  County  lands,  as  a  whole : 
I  first  gathered  together  what  maps  I  could  find  on  the  subject,  which 
were  furnished  by  the  City  Attorney's  office,  and  I  then  set  out,  usually 
with  Mr.  Callaghan,  and  at  other  times  with  Mr.  McDonald,  and  some- 
times with  both,  to  get  acquainted  with  the  land.  We  discussed  the 
land,  the  location,  lines,  and  physical  conditions.  The  prices  were  put 
on  after  discussion  as  to  lines  and  physical  conditions,  but  not  after 
any  discussion  of  prices.  Our  prices  we  kept  to  ourselves.  In  some 
cases,  we  discussed  values  with  one  another,  after  we  had  made  our 
preliminary  appraisals,  and  perhaps  in  a  few  cases  I  made  changes 
in  my  preliminary  estimate  which  I  placed  upon  the  property,  but 
very  seldom.  I  made,  changes  after  I  had  investigated  other  lands, 
and  secured  further  data  on  the  subject,  and  concluded  that  perhaps 
my  prices  were  too  low,  or  too  high.  I  think  as  a  rule  the  changes 
were  made  more  to  raise  the  prices  than  to  lower  them. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

Mr.  Callaghan  and  Mr.  McDonald,  and  myself,  did  not  have  any 

discussion  as  to  the  range  of  prices  that  we  would  allow  for  grazing 

lands,  or  as  to  any  general  range  of  prices  of  particular  lands.     The 

same  answer  applies  as  to  the  farming  lands,  and  the  hill  farming 

2643      lands.    We  did  not  discuss  prices  at  all.    We  tried  to  arrive  at  an  inde- 
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pendent  valuation  of  the  land  as  far  as  the  prices  were  concerned.  As 
far  as  physical  conditions  were  concerned,  it  was  almost  necessary,  the 
way  we  worked,  to  hunt  out  the  lines  and  get  the  location  of  the 
corners,  and  we  worked  together  and  discussed  those  things.  I  have 
not  preserved  my  first  preliminary  appraisal. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS. 

We  did  not  split  the  difference  between  any  of  our  values,  and 
reach  any  compromise  figures  as  to  any  of  these  lands.  I  didn't  make  2644 
these  appraisals  the  first  time,  the  second,  or  the  third  time  that  I 
went  out;  sometimes  I  would  get  on  a  piece  of  land  and  find  condi- 
tions that  would  make  me  think  that  it  was  an  awful  bad  piece.  Later 
I  would  get  on  it  from  around  the  other  way,  and  I  would  see  certain 
advantages  in  that  land  that  I  didn  't  see  before ;  then  I  would  be  per- 
fectly willing  to  change  my  figures. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

There  may  have  been  cases  where  I  took  Mr.  Callaghan's  figure 
after  discussion,  and  it  is  quite  possible  that  there  might  be  a  case 
where  each  of  us  abandoned  his  first  figure,  and  reached  a  different 
figure.  We  did  not  split  the  difference  by  any  process  of  drawing 
lot  or  computations  in  the  way  of  finding  an  average,  and  I  never 
argued  to  convince  Mr.  Callaghan  or  Mr.  McDonald  that  I  was  right. 
After  discussing  the  physical  conditions  of  the  thing,  and  where  we 
came  at  it  from  different  ways,  I  put  my  figure  on,  and  they  might 
have  conceded  that  I  was  right;  in  other  cases,  I  could  see  that  per- 
haps I  was  wrong  in  my  first  ideas. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS. 

Those  changes  I  can  safely  say  came  about  after  I  had  looked 
the  land  over  another  time,  and  approached  it  from  a  different  way. 
The  first  report  which  I  gave  the  City  Attorney's  office,  was  not  a 
report  exactly,  but  in  connection  with  one  of  the  engineers — connected  2645 
with  the  city  government — I  gave  him  my  valuations  on  the  different 
pieces  of  land.  We  went  through  the  maps  and  through  the  pieces, 
and  I  put  my  valuations  on  from  the  notes  that  I  had.  I  think  it  was 
Mr.  Moody  that  I  gave  them  to,  and  he  placed  those  valuations  on  the 
report  which  Mr.  Callaghan  had  prepared  for  the  condemnation  suit. 
I  first  made  a  report  to  the  City  Attorney's  office  within  the  last  two 
months,  based  upon  certain  notes  that  I  had,  and  my  knowledge  of  the 
lands.  That  is  the  report  from  which  I  have  testified  here.  I  have 
never  made  any  other  report  to  the  City  Attorney's  office.  I  have  not 
preserved  the  rough  notes  which  I  took  in  the  field. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  destroyed  those  notes. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen.  2646 

I  destroyed  them  at  the  time  I  put  the  valuations  on  the  con- 
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demnation  report.  They  were  on  pieces  of  brown  paper,  and  I  did  not 
transfer  those  notes  to  anything  else  after  returning  from  my  trip. 
Those  notes  did  not  contain  any  material  matter  that  would  affect  the 
value  of  the  land.  There  were  some  things  on  those  notes  perhaps, 
that  do  not  appear  just  as  it  appears  here,  but  nothing  that  would 

2647  affect  the  value  of  the  lands. 

Referring  to  N-239,  Map  12 ;  Whitman-Neusbaumer  place :  I 
would  say  that  the  land  in  the  San  Antonio  drainage  of  that  piece 
would  be  worth  less  than  the  land  in  the  Sunol  drainage.  The  better 
land  is  in  the  northern  part.  I  would  take  $10  from  my  valuation  on 
the  San  Antonio  side,  and  add  it  to  the  portion  on  the  upper  side. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

There  would  be  pretty  nearly  $20  per  acre  difference  between  the 
San  Antonio  watershed  and  the  Sunol  drainage  area,  and  the  latter 
would  be  worth  approximately  $20  more  than  the  land  in  the  San 
Antonio  drainage  area,  taking  it  all  in  all. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS. 

That  would  make  the  Sunol  land  approximately  $60,  and  the 
San  Antonio  land  $40.  I  would  want  to  go  out  on  the  land  and  look 
it  over  to  put  an  exact  figure  on  it. 

2648  (Counsel  for  Defendant  advised  his  Honor  that  any  time  the 
Spring  Valley  "Water  Co.  wishes  to  submit  its  case  on  what  the  prop- 
erties cost  them,  that  the  City  was  pretty  nearly  willing  to  do  that, 
but  upon  a  question  of  reproduction,  it  was  his  opinion  that  the  value 
of  the  property  should  not  be  governed  by  what  the  company  paid  for 
it  necessarily,  if  it  can  be  shown  that  they  paid  unduly  high  prices. 
This  was  in  answer  to  a  question  put  by  the  Master  in  relation  to  the 
Chabot  piece,  which  was  paid  for  at  $148  an  acre,  and  appraised  by 
the  City  at  $100  an  acre,  and  by  the  company  at  $200  an  acre.) 


THIRTY-NINTH  HEARING.  OCTOBER  4,  1915. 

Witness:     ISAAC  B.  PARSONS,  for  Defendant. 

2650-2657  Counsel  for  Plaintiff  suggested  a  plan  for  saving  time  and  ex- 
pense in  arriving  at  the  reproduction  costs  of  the  structural  prop- 
erty. An  engineer  to  be  appointed  by  the  Court,  who  shall  be 
acceptable  to  the  parties  hereto,  and  who  shall  meet  with  the  engi- 
neers of  the  parties,  and  where  there  are  differences,  hear  each  side 
and  decide  the  issue ;  that  he  shall  then  return  to  the  Court  his  total 
structural  reproduction  costs,  which  shall  be  accepted  by  the  parties 
as  conclusive. 

The  plan  met  with  the  approval  of  the  Master.  Counsel  for 
Defendant  found  it  necessary,  before  giving  his  final  answer,  to 
confer  with  his  colleagues. 
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Colonel  Goethals  was  mentioned  as  one  who  might  possibly 
accept  such  an  appointment. 

(It  was  noted  of  record  that  since  the  last  adjournment,  the       2658 
Master,  accompanied  by  counsel  for  each  side,  and  by  Messrs.  Calla- 
ghan  and  Gale,  witnesses,  had  inspected  the  land  in  Alameda  County, 
and  partly  in  Santa  Clara  County.) 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS. 

I  know  the  Bolinger  ranch,  and  have  examined  it  within  the 
last  three  weeks,  and  would  say  60%  of  it  is  farming  land,  and 
40%  would  be  pasture  land,  with  some  rough  land.  Mr.  E.  M.  Rea, 
of  San  Jose,  is  the  owner  of  that  ranch,  and  within  the  last  week 
offered  to  sell  it  to  me  for  $35,000.  It  consists  of  976  acres.  The  hill  2659 
farming  lands  in  this  ranch  are  comparable  to  all  the  lands  on  the 
west  side  of  Calaveras,  referring  principally  to  the  Priesker,  Levy, 
Brandt-Hansen  places,  and  the  Weller  ranch. 

The  Goad  Land  Company  sold  to  Octavian  Vieux,  on  March  31, 
1908,  280  acres  at  $30  per  acre.  As  to  the  records  just  testified  to, 
the  dates  are  checked  up  from  the  public  records,  and  the  price  was 
obtained  from  the  parties,  themselves.  The  next  sale  is  the  Goad 
Land  Co.  to  Manuel  F.  Vargas,  Oct.  1,  1912 ;  549.06  acres  at  $35  an 
acre.  The  proportion  of  that  piece  which  is  steep  hill  land  is  not  2660 
great,  being  not  over  15%.  It  is  a  steep  sidehill.  The  next  sale  is 
the  Goad  Land  Co.  to  Antonio  F.  Vargas,  Sept.  27,  1909 ;  460  acres  at 
$25  per  acre.  That  price  was  taken  from  a  recorded  contract  for  the 
sale  of  this  property.  These  Goad  lands  I  consider  comparable  to 
the  land  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  them,  and  also  to  all  of  the 
hill  land  on  the  Mission  Ridge  in  that  locality,  and  all  of  the  land 
west  of  Calaveras,  and  also  to  the  hill  farming  land  in  the  San 
Antonio.  It  is  comparable  to  the  hill  land  in  the  De  Saisett  place. 
It  is  better  if  anything.  I  think  it  is  comparable  with  the  lands 
lying  west  of  the  Alameda  Creek,  but  I  would  rather  farm  the  Goad  2661  i 
place  than  I  would  the  Romaguiere  place.  It  is  better  land  than  the 
lands  west  of  Alameda  Creek  near  Sunol,  with  this  exception ;  where 
the  land  comes  down  to  the  Stockton  road  I  would  give  it  more 
value. 

I  would  say  27  acres  of  the  Borges  piece  has  a  value  of  $250  an 
acre,  and  there  are  20  acres  east  of  the  creek  adjoining  the  Chabot 
field,  which  I  value  at  $100  an  acre. 

CROSS   EXAMINATION  BY   MR.    MCCUTCHEN.  2662 

I  became  a  right  of  way  agent  more  than  10  or  12  years  ago. 
I  don't  know  just  when  it  was.  The  first  right  of  way  work  I  did 
was  for  Alameda  County  on  the  Oakland-Haywards  Boulevard.  That 
took  about  a  year  and  a  half,  and  upon  the  conclusion  of  that  work, 
I  became  right  of  way  agent  for  the  Western  Pacific  Railroad,  and 
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continued  in  that  service  for  a  couple  of  years,  or  maybe  more.  Upon 
the  conclusion  of  that  service,  I  became  right  of  way  agent  for  the 
Stanislaus  Electric  Power  Co.,  and  I  continued  in  that  service  a  year 

2663  and  a  half.    After  that  I  became  right  of  way  agent  for  the  Central 
California  Traction  Co.,  operating  from  Stockton  to  Sacramento.   I 
was  in  that  service  something  over  a  year,  and  upon  its  conclusion, 
I  became  purchasing  agent  for  the  Netherlands  Farm  Co.     This  in- 
cluded the  purchasing  of  rights  of  way,  but  it  was  purchasing  land 
for  a  reclamation  district.    The  Netherlands  Farm  Co.  did  not  have 
the  right  of  eminent  domain,  but  the  reclamation  district  999  has 
that  right.    I  represented  that  district  in  the  acquisition  of  property 
to  a  small  extent.    After  that  I  did  not  become  an  agent  of  any  con- 
cern acquiring  property  by  the  exercise  of  eminent  domain,  except 
Alameda  County,  and  I  have  done  it  for  Alameda  County  off  and  on 
for  the  last  15  years. 

2664  At  the  time  I  graduated  from  the  Naval  Academy  as  an  engi- 
neer, the   engineers  were  not  line  officers,   but  their  duties  were 
mechanical,  electrical,  and  ship  building.    Some  of  the  best  electrical 
engineers  in  the  United  States  today  are  graduates  of  the  Naval 
Academy.    The  graduates  at  the  Naval  Academy  today  are  all  line 
officers.     The  Naval  Cadet  today  has  an  option  as  to  whether  he 
enters  the  line,  or  engineering,  or  marine  corps.    When  I  went  there 
we  didn't  have  that  privilege.    I  understand  that  marine  officers  are 
taken  from  graduates  of  the  Naval  Academy,  and  would  refer  you 
to  Colonel  Haynes,  General  Loucheimer,  and  General  Barnett;  they 

2665  were  all  in  my  class,  and  are  at  the  head  of  the  marine  corps.  There 
are  men  in  the  marine  corps  today  who  are  not  graduates  of  the 
Naval  Academy. 

I  was  an  Ensign  in  the  Engineering  Corps,  but  in  those  days  an 
engineer  was  not  entitled  to  a  command  under  any  circumstances. 
Since  then,  some  of  the  engineers  have  qualified  in  the  line,  such  as 
Captain  Bennett,  who  is  commandant  at  the  Mare  Island  Navy  Yard 
now.  He  was  educated  as  an  engineer,  and  he  is  now  a  captain.  In 
order  to  attain  that,  it  is  necessary  to  pass  many  an  examination. 

Neither  of  the  banks  of  which  I  am  president  have  ever  made  a 

2666  l°an  on  property  in  the  Pleasanton  or  San  Antonio  districts.    I  think 
they  have  in  Sunol,  but  since  the  water  company  bought  up  every- 
thing, conditions  have  changed  there.    I  will  say  that  we  have  never 
made  any  loans  in  the  Sunol  district,  or  in  the  Calaveras,   San 
Antonio  or  Arroyo  Valle  districts.    I  have  been  called  upon  to  pass 
upon  loans  in  these  districts,  but  we  turn  them  down.    I  would  not 
say  that  we  have  turned  down  loans  in  all  these  districts,  but  we 
have  turned  down  loans  over  in  that  part  of  the  country.    I  think  an 
application  for  a  loan  was  made  on  property  between  Sunol  and 

2667  Dublin.     It  is  pretty  hard  to  recall  what  property  it  was,  but  I 
remember  a  man  named  Brass  who  had  a  small  place  between  Sunol 
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and  the  Hearst  place,  and  also  a  man  named  Ellis,  who  had  some  hill 
land.  Those  applications  were  made  several  years  ago,  but  I  could 
not  recall  the  descriptions  of  the  property,  or  the  amount  of  money 
they  wanted  on  them.  There  are  conditions  under  which  we  might 
loan  on  property  over  there,  but  we  do  not  do  so  if  we  can  possibly 
help  it.  I  have  been  president  of  those  two  banks  for  probably  ten 
years,  and  I  know  that  during  that  time  we  have  not  made  a  loan 
in  any  one  of  these  districts.  Our  operations  are  confined  pretty 
much  to  a  territory  around  Haywards.  Our  banks  are  rather  small, 
the  commercial  bank  being  capitalized  at  $50,000,  and  the  savings 
bank  at  the  same  amount.  The  deposits  of  the  savings  bank  are 
about  $450,000.  It  would  not  be  correct  to  say  that  our  banks  have  2668 
not  made  any  loans  on  real  estate  more  than  fifteen  miles  in  any 
direction  from  Haywards,  as  we  loan  money  in  Berkeley  and  Oakland 
sometimes.  It  is  not  a  practice  to  do  that,  and  it  depends  upon  how 
much  money  we  have,  and  how  badly  we  want  to  loan  it.  We  do  not, 
when  we  find  ourselves  in  that  situation,  buy  a  mortgage  that  has 
already  been  made. 

I  had  been  in  the  San  Antonio  Valley  before  I  was  employed 
by  the  City  in  this  case.  I  have  been  in  through  there  with  cattle 
men,  and  picnicing.  I  have  been  there  within  the  last  15  years  2669 
with  cattle  men,  but  I  cannot  tell  you  with  what  cattle  men.  I  think 
I  have  been  there  picnicing  within  15  years  of  my  employment  by 
the  City.  I  cannot  tell  you  with  what  cattle  men  I  went  into  the 
San  Antonio  within  15  years  prior  to  my  employment  by  the  City.  I  2670 
was  looking  principally  for  dairy  cattle  when  I  went  in  through 
there,  as  there  were  dairy  cattle  being  raised  there  sometimes,  within 
15  years  prior  to  my  employment  by  the  City.  Some  of  them  were 
raised  by  people  living  there,  and  sometimes  people  had  them  pas- 
tured in  there.  I  could  not  tell  you  who  I  went  to  call  upon  in  there 
at  any  time  within  15  years  prior  to  my  employment  by  the  City 
in  this  case.  I  bought  a  right  of  way  right  through  the  Spring  Valley 
Water  Co.'s  land  almost  right  in  that  territory,  for  the  Stanislaus 
Electric  Power  Company.  That  right  of  way  was  very  close  to  the 
land  we  are  considering,  and  crossed  some  of  the  land  we  are  con- 
sidering. 2671 

I  raise  a  few  head  of  cattle  every  year  back  of  Haywards  in 
Castro  Valley.  Sometimes  they  turn  out  dairy  cattle,  and  sometimes 
stock  cattle.  I  have  very  little  range,  and  have  probably  140  head 
of  cattle.  I  had  more  cattle  when  I  had  a  dairy  than  I  have  since. 
I  have  owned  hill  farming  land  in  Castro  Valley.  With  what  we 
own  and  rent,  I  presume  there  would  be  550  acres.  These  hill  lands 
are  nearly  all  farming  lands,  and  I  have  farmed  them  for  25  years. 
With  the  exception  of  these,  I  have  never  owned  or  farmed  any  hill 
land.  Just  one  bunch  like  that  is  enough  for  me.  I  have  seen  the  2672 
results  of  other  people  farming  hill  land  in  Alameda  County.  I 
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would  refer  to  the  Niles  ridge,  and  the  Dublin  ridge,  and  Eden 
Canyon,  and  Crow  Canyon,  Cull  Canyon,  Moore  Canyon,  and  Bellina 
Canyon';  I  have  seen  considerable  farming  in  through  there.  I  have 

2673  not  observed  the  results  of  farming  operations  on  hill  lands  in  and 
around  Sunol,  San  Antonio  and  Calaveras.     I  had  stock  pastured 
on  the  Dublin  ridge.    I  delivered  the  stock  to  a  man  who  owned  the 
land  for  a  compensation  of  so  much  a  head,  for  a  given  period.     I 
have  rented  a  stock  range  next  to  the  range  in  Castro  Valley.    I  have 
never  sold  any  on  my  own  account,  or  on  account  of  anybody  else. 
With  the  exception  of  the  piece  of  property  in  Castro  Valley,  I  have 
never  owned  any  of  that  rough  hill  stock  range  anywhere.     I  own 
grazing  land  up  in  Yolo  County  that  is  flat  and  the  richest  kind  of 
land.    I  have  never  owned  any  hill  grazing  land,  and  do  not  want  to. 

2674  I  have  not  a  very  good  opinion  of  hill  grazing  land,  as  it  is  hard 
work  to  make  a  living  out  of  that  kind  of  hill  land.    In  the  valuation 
of  such  properties,  I  approached  them  in  a  very  friendly  spirit,  and 
I  think  it  is  possible  for  me  to  treat  them  in  a  friendly  spirit,  not- 
withstanding the  fact  that  I  think  it  is  very  hard  to  make  a  living 
out  of  them.     I  bought  a  right  of  way  for  the  Stanislaus  Electric 
Power  Co.  through  that  kind  of  territory  several  times.     Take  San 
Antonio;  starting  with  the  San  Antonio,  we  will  take  the  Welch 
land,  the  Harry  Morse  piece,  the  Fredericks  and  Sullivan  piece,  the 
Lilienthal  piece,  the  Cottinger  piece,  and  the  Wendte  piece ;  the 
Olivina  vineyard,  Hansen  piece,  Hamilton  piece,  the  George  Johnson 
piece,  the  Mulqueeny  piece,  the  Batterman  piece,  The  Drodge,  and 
the  Fink  pieces.    It  is  a  string  right  through  the  hills;  they  tried  to 
put  a  tower  on  each  knoll  down  through  the  country.    The  right  of 

2675  way,  I  think,  covers  60  feet ;  it  may  be  50  feet. 

I  have  purchased  properties  of  the  nature  of  the  grazing  proper- 
ties upon  which  I  have  placed  valuations  in  this  case.  I  purchased 
for  the  Western  Pacific  Railroad  through  some  of  this  land ;  I  pur- 
chased a  right  of  way  through  the  Goad  land,  and  through  some  of 
the  land  that  is  in  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,  today.  I  purchased 
a  right  of  way  for  the  Western  Pacific  through  what  is  called  the 
Blake  piece,  No.  267,  on  Map  12.  I  am  referring  to  a  right  of  way 
through  Niles  Canyon.  I  bought  the  right  of  way  for  the  Western 
Pacific  through  grazing  land,  and  can  recall  one  piece  of  2M>  acres 

2676  from  John  Mulqueeny  over  at  Midway.     That  is  all  open  grazing 
land,  and  some  of  it  could  be  farmed.    I  placed  a  valuation  on  these 
lands  for  the  Western  Pacific  Railroad.     They  are  hill  land,  and 
located  over  near  Tracy,  and  slope  down  to  the  San  Joaquin  Valley. 
There  were  a  dozen  pieces  along  the  Western  Pacific  through  the 
Altamont  hills  of  grazing  land  that  I  placed   a  valuation   upon. 
Carroll  was  one,  and  Mrs.  Wright  was  another;  also  Nickerson  and 

2677  Young.    My  experience  in  the  valuation  of  properties  of  that  nature 
is  not  confined  solely  to  the  experience  that  I  have  had  as  a  pur- 
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chaser  of  rights  of  way.  I  did  not  say  that  I  had  had  nothing  what- 
ever to  do  with  the  purchase  or  sale  of  grazing  lands  aside  from  the 
purchases  of  rights  of  way  through  them.  It  is  pretty  hard  to  tell 
the  places  that  I  have  had  some  connection  with,  but  I  have  passed 
on  a  good  many  pieces  of  hill  farming  land.  2678 

Leaving  out  of  consideration  my  experience  as  a  right  of  way 
agent,  I  have  had  experience  in  the  purchase  or  sale  of  hill  farming 
or  grazing  lands,  or  in  the  valuation  of  such  lands,  through  the 
knowledge  that  I  have  gained  in  a  business  way  with  purchases  and 
sales  of  land  of  that  nature.  People  often  come  to  me  and  ask  what 
I  consider  a  piece  of  land  is  worth,  or  whether  or  not  it  will  stand 
a  mortgage  of  so  much,  and  so  on.  I  could  not  tell  you  who  has 
come  to  me  for  advice  with  reference  to  lands  of  this  nature  similar 
to  the  Del  Valle,  Calaveras  and  San  Antonio  lands.  I  have  never  2679 
grazed  stock  on  any  hill  grazing  land  of  the  nature  of  the  Calaveras 
or  Del  Valle,  but  I  have  on  some  of  the  nature  of  the  San  Antonio, 
as  some  of  the  San  Antonio  grazing  land  is  very  much  better  than 
other  parts  of  the  San  Antonio  grazing  lands.  I  have  grazed  stock 
on  the  Dublin  ridge,  which  is  similar  to  the  grazing  land  in  the  San 
Antonio,  but  that  is  not  the  only  experience  I  have  had  with  lands 
similar  to  the  lands  in  the  San  Antonio,  in  the  grazing  of  stock.  My 
lands  in  Castro  Valley  are  better  than  the  San  Antonio  lands.  I  have 
never  had  any  experience  in  the  farming  of  hill  lands,  except  my 
experience  in  the  Castro  Valley,  but  that  is  enough,  and  by  that  I  2680 
mean  that  any  man  that  farms  on  the  hills  is  entitled  to  all  he  can 
make  out  of  them,  as  it  is  the  very  hardest  kind  of  work.  A  man 
earns  every  cent  he  gets  out  of  hill  farming.  I  would  not  tackle  it 
again  because  I  have  worked  mighty  hard  to  keep  my  head  above 
water  on  the  proposition  in  the  Castro  Valley.  That  experience 
has  not  influenced  me  against  investment  in  hill  lands  for  farming. 
A  man  that  goes  into  farming  operations  in  the  hills  earns  every  cent 
of  money  that  he  can  make  out  of  it,  and  it  is  a  hard  proposition. 
My  experience  on  my  own  hill  land  has  not  influenced  me  in  placing  2681 
a  low  valuation  upon  the  hill  lands  belonging  to  the  Spring  Valley 
Water  Co.  I  can  see  possibilities  of  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.'s 
lands  that  a  man  who  had  never  farmed  on  hill  lands  could  not  see.  I 
know  people  that  like  to  farm  in  the  hills,  and  do  farm  there.  I 
like  it,  and  have  stuck  to  it  for  25  years  or  more.  That  is  due  to 
some  extent  to  the  fact  that  I  could  not  dispose  of  it,  but  I  would  not 
live  anywhere  else  except  in  the  hills.  I  do  know  of  hill  lands  where 
farming  is  successful  and  remunerative,  and  I  have  in  mind  the  hill 
section  over  east  of  Dublin  and  the  Tassajero  Hills,  and  some  of  the 
San  Ramon  and  Altamont  farmers  do  pretty  well.  The  Altamont 
region  is  only  comparable  with  the  Calaveras  region  in  one  way,  and 
that  is  in  the  fact  that  the  wind  blows  just  as  hard  up  on  Poverty  2682 
Ridge  as  it  does  in  Altamont  Pass,  but  as  far  as  the  land  is  con- 
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cerned,  I  would  not  compare  it  exactly.  If  I  were  to  farm  for  the 
money' that  is  in  it  I  would  rather  take  the  Altamont  land  than  I 
would  the  Calaveras  hill  land.  I  do  not  think  that  the  crops  fail 
about  one  season  in  three  in  Altamont  on  account  of  lack  of  rain. 
The  rainfall  in  Altamont  is  much  less  than  the  rainfall  in  Calaveras, 
which  has  to  do  with  the  production  of  crops.  Crops  do  fail  in  the 
Altamont  region  for  lack  of  rain  sometimes,  but  I  should  say  a  crop 
would  fail  in  Calaveras  because  it  has  too  much  rain  if  anything. 
I  have  heard  of  crops  failing  in  the  Calaveras  because  they  were 
drowned  out.  I  do  not  know  this  of  my  own  knowledge.  Somebody 

2683  told  me.    I  think  as  between  Altamont  and  Calaveras  there  is  a  dis- 
tinct advantage  in  favor  of  Calaveras  on  account  of  the  excess  of 
rain.    I  have  never  heard  that  the  crops  were  drowned  on  the  hill 
farming  land  in  Calaveras.     I  do  not  think  you  could  drown  out 
anything  on  the  east  side  of  Calaveras,  although  in  discussing  mat- 
ters with  people  that  have  lived  in  there,  I  should  judge  it  would  be 
pretty  wet  on  the  west  side  in  places.    There  is  some  land  that  the 
rain  might  interfere  with  quite  a  little  and  make  it  pretty  hard  to 
get  the  crops  in.    There  are  very  few  places  around  Haywards  that 

2684  you  cannot  get  a  crop  in. 

I  think  you  will  find  places  in  the  Santa  Clara  Valley  where 
you  cannot  plow  because  they  are  so  wet  at  times.  Some  of  the  land 
there  sells  for  very  high  prices  per  acre.  I  think  it  is  a  drawback, 
and  a  distinct  disadvantage  to  have  the  land  get  so  wet  that  they 
cannot  plow  it  until  late  in  the  year.  The  production  of  wild  feed  is 
influenced  by  the  rainfall.  I  do  not  know  how  the  rainfall  on  the 
Arroyo  Mocho  land  compares  with  that  on  the  grazing  lands  around 
Calaveras.  I  should  say  that  the  rainfall  on  the  Arroyo  Mocho  was 
less  than  it  was  on  the  other  ranges,  but  how  much  less  I  could  not 

2685  say.    In  determining  the  relative  value  of  these  lands  on  the  Arroyo 
Mocho  and  in  the  Calaveras  watershed,  I  didn't  think  it  at  all  an 
important  element  to  know  what  the  rainfall  was.    It  depends  alto- 
gether on  the  nature  of  the  land  as  to  what  the  rainfall  will  have  to 
do  with  the  production  of  the  feed  or  the  length  of  time  that  the 
feed  will  remain  nutritious.     The  heavy  rainfall  in  the  Calaveras 
helps  out  the  feed,  even  on  Poverty  Ridge  and  Oak  Ridge.    All  except 

2686  the  northern  portion  of  Oak  Ridge  is  poor  feed;  that  is,  there  is 
very  little  of  it  and  it  is  poor  in  quality.    Right  now  it  is  practically 
tar  weed,  and  there  is  poverty  grass  there  too.     There  is  very  little 
of  any  other  vegetation  in  the  way  of  feed;- that  is,  right  now.     I 
have  seen  wild  oats  and  clover  in  spots,  and  a  little  of  alfileria  in 
places.    You  may  find  clover  pretty  much  all  along  the  road  leading 
up  Poverty  Ridge,  because  you  will  generally  find  it  on  the  tops  of 

2687  the  knolls  where  the  cattle  have  camped  over  night.     I  would  not 
look  for  clover  in  the  swales.    In  arriving  at  my  valuation  on  these 
properties,  I  did  not  assume  that  there  was  very  little  clover  on 
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Oak  Ridge,  as  I  saw  clover  on  that  ridge.  I  went  over  the  land 
several  times,  and  found  it  beautiful  in  the  growth  of  alfileria  and 
clover,  and  wild  oats  and  wild  flowers.  The  feed  was  pretty  thin 
on  most  of  the  sidehills  there,  but  I  gave  it  credit  at  that  time  for 
the  fact  that  probably  a  little  bit  later  there  would  be  plenty  of 
feed  there,  but  I  don't  think  there  has  ever  been.  Take  Section  28 ;  2688 
in  some  places  there  you  will  find  clover  and  alfileria.  At  certain 
seasons  of  the  year,  in  favorable  years,  you  will  find  considerable  2689 
alfileria  and  clover  up  on  the  Oak  Ridge  range,  but  it  won't  last 
long.  The  range  dries  out  very  fast  on  account  of  the  rocky,  shaly 
condition  of  the  soil.  I  said  there  was  mighty  little  feed  on  the  steep 
sidehills  of  Oak  Ridge,  but  I  have  not  condemned  the  land  because 
of  the  absence  of  alfileria  and  clover. 

The  feed  on  Oak  Ridge  is  good  in  certain  seasons  of  the  year, 
but  the  season  will  be  a  very  short  season.  The  plant  grows  there 
to  make  good  feed,  but  it  is  not  true  of  all  of  that  Oak  Ridge  range 
that  is  not  covered  with  timber  and  with  outcroppings  of  rock.  On 
all  portions  of  that  range  where  vegetation  does  grow,  there  is  a 
growth  of  alfileria  and  clover,  and  I  have  been  there  when  the  clover  2690 
and  alfileria  looked  pretty  fair.  When  you  get  on  top  of  the  ridge, 
you  will  find  that  the  clover  and  alfileria  in  the  early  wet  months 
is  pretty  skimpy.  I  refer  to  Sections  36,  26  and  21.  36  is  right  up 
against  Mount  Day.  I  have  been  on  that  with  Mr.  Callaghan,  and 
Mr.  McDonald,  and  I  think  Sam  Parks  went  with  us,  and  pointed  the 
section  out  to  us.  There  was  alfileria  and  clover  on  some  of  that 
section,  and  I  said  that  as  you  got  up  on  that  ridge  the  alfileria  and  2691 
clover  might  be  on  some  other  part  of  the  section,  but  that  on  the 
ridge  it  is  pretty  weak  stuff.  On  the  lower  end  of  Oak  Ridge  I  think 
you  will  find  the  feed  a  good  deal  better  than  up  on  the  high  hills. 
I  could  not  tell  you  how  high  you  have  to  get  before  the  feed  becomes 
poor,  but  I  think  the  character  of  the  soil  and  the  temperature  has  a 
good  deal  to  do  with  it.  I  have  seen  snow  up  on  Sections  36  and  26, 
and  on  any  of  those  high  sections  up  there  you  will  find  snow  in  the 
winter-time.  There  is  a  lot  of  grazing  land  below  these  high  sec-  26^2 
tions,  and  the  feed  on  some  of  the  lands  below  these  high  sections  is 
fine  cattle  feed ;  Section  24  is  a  pretty  nice  section. 

With  the  exception  of  the  north  end  of  Oak  Ridge,  It  is  poor 
grazing  ground.  I  am  valuing  the  good  grazing  ground  as  good 
grazing  ground,  and  the  poor  grazing  ground  as  poor  grazing  ground 
in  putting  my  valuations  upon  it.  I  cannot  tell  you  what  my  guide 
is  for  determining  good  grazing  land  from  poor  grazing  land.  There 
is  some  good  grazing  land  on  Oak  Ridge,  and  there  is  some  poor 
grazing  land  on  Oak  Ridge.  There  are  several  elements  that  enter  2693 
into  the  determination  of  the  good  from  the  bad  grazing  lands;  the 
nature  of  the  soil,  and  the  growth  of  the  feed,  the  accessibility,  the 
question  of  water,  and  the  distance  to  water  that  the  cattle  would 
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have  to  go.  My  guide  in  determining  the  value  of  ^y  land  is  my 
own  personal  judgment  on  it,  and  on  similar  lands,  and  I  have  no 
rule  for  fixing  the  value  upon  the  good  land  and  upon  the  poor  land. 

2694  If  I  see  a  good  piece  of  gracing  land,  I  am  perfectly  willing  to  take 
it  and  say  that  it  is  a  good  piece  of  grazing  land    and  if 
poor  rocky,  and  shaly,  I  am  perfectly  willing  to  say  that  it  is  not  a 
good  piece  of  grazing  land.    Section  24  was  the  best  piece  of  grazing 
land  that  I  found  on  the  east  side  of  the  valley.    There  was  consider- 
able feed  on  this  section,  and  it  was  a  pretty  good  section,  most  of 
it  apparently  open,  and  I  took  aU  those  things  into  consideration, 
and  I  figure  that  the  same  kind  of  land  elsewhere  could  be  bought 

2695  for  a  certain  price,  perhaps,  as  there  are  other  places  where  land  could 
be  bought  for  those  prices  that  were  put  on  the  Calaveras  lands. 

The  lands  that  I  referred  to  in  my  direct  examination  are  com- 
parable to  the  good  grazing  lands  in  Calaveras,  and  there  are  others. 
I  should  say  that  640  acres  in  Section  11,  Township  4  South,  Eange 
3  East,  that  the  Winships  sold  to  Peter  Moy,  on  the  Mocho,  for  $7.50 

2696  in  1910,  is  comparable  land  to  that  in  Section  24.     (Counsel  for  De- 
fendant stated  from  the  exhibit,  the  south  half  of  Section  24,  and 
Parcel  325,  the  witness  valued  at  $25,  and  the  north  half  of  Section  24, 
and  parcel  225,  he  valued  at  $20.)     That  would  be  an  average  of 
$22.50.    I  compared  that  with  a  piece  of  land  that  sold  for  $7.50  an 
acre,  and  gave  you  that  much  advantage  of  it.     That  is  only  one 
instance. 

Take  320  acres,  being  the  north  half  of  Section  22,  Township  3 
South,  Range  1  West,  as  comparable  to  Section  24.  This  was  a  sale 
to  C.  C.  and  A.  L.  Cook,  from  A.  C.  Parsons,  for  $22.50,  and  the  land 
is  on  the  Dublin  Ridge.  That  was  in  1912,  I  think. 

Victorine  sold  to  Cook  in  1911,  160  acres  on  that  ridge  for  $20. 
He  purchased  that  same  land  in  1908  for  $15  an  acre  from  Herman 
Hesse.  That  land  is  land  that  I  think  75%  of  can  be  farmed,  and 
has  been  farmed.  I  had  those  sales  in  mind  when  putting  my  valu- 
ation on  Section  24,  although  I  do  not  think  Section  24  is  as  good, 

2697  and  I  do  not  think  it  is  any  better  than  the  sale  to  Moy.    Acre  for 
acre  the  land  sold  to  Moy  is  perhaps  not  quite  as  good  as  Section  24. 
I  could  use  it  as  a  basis;  if  you  could  buy  land  like  Peter  Moy's  in 
the  Mocho  for  $7.50,  certainly  Section  24  isn't  worth  three  times 
that,  and  if  you  put  three  times  the  value  on  that,  you  are  not  doing 
anybody  an  injury.    The  elements  in  common  of  the  two  properties 
that  enable  me  to  use  them  as  a  comparison  is  the  class  and  amount 
of  feed  that  you  will  get  from  the  land.    My  best  judgment  is  that  you 
would  get  as  good  feed  on  that  Mocho  land  as  on  the  Calaveras 
land.     The  character  of  the  soil  in  the  two  places  is  pretty  much 
the  same. 

2698  If  the  soil  were  the  same  on  the  two  pieces,  and  one  had  more 
rainfall  than  the  other,  I  think  it  would  be  necessary  to  look  at  the 
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feed  to  determine  what  the  production  of  feed  might  be,  and  to  see 
how  it  looked.  I  have  seen  the  Moy  land  more  than  once,  but  do  not 
know  whether  any  cattle  had  been  fed  upon  it  before  I  saw  it,  and 
could  not  tell  whether  the  feed  I  saw  was  virgin  feed,  or  if  it  had 
been  fed  over.  I  could  not  tell  you,  with  reference  to  the  Calaveras 
land,  whether  Section  24  at  any  time  I  saw  it  had  virgin  feed  on  it, 
or  whether  it  had  been  fed  over. 

There  are  some  other  lands  that  were  used  by  me  as  a  guide  in 
determining  the  value  of  any  of  these  grazing  lands.     Take  the        2699 
Gallagher  and  Kelly  purchases,  referred  to  by  Mr.  Callaghan,  in  the 
Arroyo  Mocho.    They  were  about  $6.50  or  $7.00  an  acre. 

My  rule  for  determining  the  value  of  grazing  properties  was  my 
judgment  and  knowledge  of  lands.  Referring  to  Section  24,  upon 
which  I  placed  an  average  value  of  $22.50  an  acre ;  that  is  simply 
my  judgment  as  to  what  the  market  value  of  that  land  is  and  what 
it  would  sell  for. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  would  say  that  my  standard  price  for  the  best  grazing  land  on 
Oak  Ridge  is  $20.  In  determining  the  value  of  other  pieces  which  2700 
were  worth  less,  I  did  not  necessarily  compare  them  with  the  $20 
land;  I  figured  that  the  $20  land  had  good  pasture  land,  and  was 
worth  so  much  an  acre ;  was  $20  an  acre  land.  There  is  $10  land — 
land  that  would  not  produce  anywhere  near  the  feed,  and  was  more 
remote,  and  perhaps  did  not  have  water,  or  had  a  steep  hillside,  or  a 
slide,  or  something  like  that  that  broke  up  the  land  badly.  I  did  not 
consider  that  worth  as  much. 

CROSS   EXAMINATION   BY   MR.    MCCUTCHEN. 

I  made  it  $20  an  acre  on  the  best  land  from  my  familiarity  with 
land,  that  is  all;  I  have  seen  land  that  was  worth  $20  an  acre,  and 
that  is  all  it  would  bring,  and  all  that  it  had  been  sold  for. 

i-239,  Map  10;  in  the  Pleasanton  District;  it  is  alluvial  land;  a  2701 
portion  of  it  is  hill  in  the  southern  part.  It  is  adapted  to  hay  and 
grain,  alfalfa,  and  certain  kinds  of  vegetables.  I  would  call  that 
pretty  fair  vegetable  land  in  certain  parts.  I  do  not  include  the 
hill,  as  that  is  a  grain  hill.  The  hill  land  is  much  poorer  land.  There 
may  be  20%  of  that  piece  in  the  hill.  My  recollection  of  that  prop- 
erty is  that  it  is  pretty  good,  and  I  think  it  would  be  a  fair  estimate 
to  say  that  20%  of  it  is  in  the  hill.  I  did  not  take  into  consideration 
how  much  better  the  land  on  the  flat  is  than  the  land  on  the  hill  in  2702 
that  tract,  i-239.  Probably  i-239  would  grow  tomatoes,  and  perhaps 
cucumbers  quite  successfully.  I  am  excepting  the  hill  land  there, 
where  it  would  not  grow  as  well  on  O-268.  My  notes  on  i-239  state : 
On  this  is  a  low  hill,  soil  reddish  gravelly  in  nature,  but  in  northerly 
and  westerly  portions  soil  is  good  loam,  though  heavy,  i-239  is  a 
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better  piece  of  land  than  0-268.  I  have  seen  O-268  within  the  last 
few  days.  There  is  a  stand  of  alfalfa  on  pretty  much  of  it.  Some 
of  it  is  pretty  good,  and  some  of  it  is  not.  I  would  say  there  is  15  or 

2703  20  acres  of  alfalfa  to  the  right  of  the  county  road  on  0-268  which 
does  not  show  a  good  solid  stand  all  over  the  ground.     That  might 
be  due  to  the  fact  that  the  last  irrigation  is  not  sufficient  to  reach 
that  portion  of  the  tract,  but  I  do  not  think  that  it  might  be  due 
entirely  to  that  fact.    There  is  quite  a  little  piece  in  the  westerly  side 
of  0-268  on  which  there  is  not  a  good  stand  of  alfalfa,  but  I  could 
not  estimate  the  size  of  it. 

I  should  say  50  acres  of  the  200-acre  tract  on  which  I  put  a 
valuation  of  $200  is  spotted,  and  by  that  I  mean  where  the  alfalfa 
has  died  out,  or  does  not  seem  to  be  doing  well.  There  is  enough  of 
that  50  acres  on  which  the  alfalfa  has  died  out  and  does  not  seem 

2704  to  be  doing  well  so  that  it  does  not  look  very  good  to  me.     I  do  not 
think  the  50  acres  looks  good.    I  placed  a  valuation  of  $200  an  acre 
on  that  portion  of  0-268  because  I  could  not  see  any  better  value  in 
it.    I  do  not  think  a  barley  crop  would  look  very  well  there.     I  saw 
one  there  in  1914,  in  June  or  July,  which  was  a  planting  of  barley 
and  alfalfa  together,  and  under  those  conditions  I  would  expect  to 
see  a  pretty  fair  stand  of  barley.    I  think  I  have  seen  the  land  planted 
to  barley  before,  but  I  could  not  tell  you  when. 

2705  (Counsel  for  Defendant  here  stated  that  witness  said  that  the 
tract  is  known  as  the  hop  yard,  hops  having  been  attempted  here 
in  former  years.) 

That  used  to  be  a  hop  yard. 
Questioned  by  Master. 

I  did  not  mean  to  convey  that  the  whole  thing  had  not  grown 
hops  successfully. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.   MCCUTCHEN. 

I  know  from  hearsay  evidence  whether  or  not  this  land  did  pro- 
duce hops  successfully,  and  that  hearsay  evidence  weighs  with  me 
in  fixing  the  valuation  of  the  property,  as  I  understood  that  there 
was  considerable  alkali  through  there,  and  there  are  certain  streaks 
through  that  land  that  did  not  produce  good  hops.  I  never  grew 
hops,  and  do  not  know  what  is  a  good  production  to  the  acre.  I  do 
not  know  what  that  land  produced  an  acre.  I  think  that  $200  an 
acre  was  all  it  would  stand,  because  of  the  alfalfa  and  barley  crops 

2706  I  had  seen  on  it,  and  also  what  I  understood  of  the  nature  of  the 
land,  and  the  fact  that  I  could  see  indications  of  alkali  there. 

Alkali  is  a  salt,  and  I  saw  salt  in  that  land  in  1914  and  1915 
I  did  not  look  for  it  when  I  was  there  a  few  days  ago,  but  I  think 
part  of  that  land  has  been  under  water  pretty  nearly  all  Summer 
That  seemed  to  be  considerable  irrigation,  but  I  do  not  think  it  was 
)f  a  nature  that  would  have  brought  the  alkali  to  the  surface.  It 
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might  be  brought  to  the  surface,  and  still  not  be  seen,  because  it  is 
covered  by  that  alfalfa.  I  suppose  if  it  had  been  brought  to  the  sur- 
face it  could  easily  have  been  seen  by  parting  the  plants  and  looking  2707 
at  the  soil.  I  think  if  the  land  had  been  irrigated  excessively,  the 
result  would  be  to  leach  out  the  alkali,  and  the  thing  that  would  hurt 
the  crops  would  be  the  alkali  that  was  not  leached  out.  The  alkali 
that  was  not  leached  out  would  not  be  brought  to  the  surface  by  the 
operation  of  the  irrigation,  and  I  state  that  if  there  was  not  enough 
alkali  in  the  soil  to  show  on  the  surface  after  irrigation  such  as  I 
have  described,  that  there  would  still  be  enough  alkali  in  the  soil  to 
injure  crops.  It  would  perhaps  not  injure  alfalfa,  but  other  crops. 
You  can't  keep  on  raising  alfalfa  on  that  land  forever.  If  you  keep 
on  irrigating  that  land  in  the  manner  described  as  long  as  this  present 
alfalfa  crop  will  live,  there  will  be  some  alkali  left  in  the  soil,  but 
I  think  less  if  you  have  been  putting  in  alfalfa  and  irrigating  it.  2708 
I  am  in  doubt  whether  or  not  there  is  enough  alkali  in  that  soil  to 
materially  interfere  with  the  production  of  alfalfa  there  now.  I 
could  not  say  how  much  of  that  land  has  enough  alkali  in  it  to  in- 
terfere with  the  successful  production  of  alfalfa,  but  I  should  say  in 
the  200  acres  there  is  possibly  more  than  50  acres.  I  mean  to  say 
that  if  you  keep  up  irrigation  and  leaching,  and  putting  manure 
on  that  200  acres,  which  I  have  valued  at  $200  an  acre,  that  you  are 
going  to  make  some  pretty  good  land  there,  notwithstanding  the 
alkali,  and  I  therefore  do  not  say  that  on  50  acres  of  the  200  it  is 
not  possible  to  grow  alfalfa  now,  successfully,  on  account  of  the 
presence  of  alkali.  Putting  manure  on  it  overcomes  the  alkali  very  2709 
much.  I  have  never  cultivated  alkali  land. 

I  have  had  experience  in  Castro  Valley  in  getting  rid  of  alkali 
in  the  land,  and  I  have  been  told  that  you  could  overcome  the  effect 
of  alkali  by  putting  manure  on  the  land,  and  I  have  tried  it.  Alkali 
is  all  the  same  with  me.  I  do  not  recognize  any  difference  between 
white  or  black.  The  soil  in  Castro  is  not  a  particularly  heavy  soil, 
and  it  is  more  of  a  loam  than  an  adobe,  not  particularly  well  drained.  2710 
This  hop  yard  property  is  pretty  fairly  well  drained,  and  the  drain- 
age is  and  was  all  right.  I  do  not  know  that  there  is  anything  to 
prevent  the  quick  leaching  out  of  any  alkali  that  may  be  in  that 
soil,  and  to  grow  some  crops  on  that  land  it  required  some  irrigation 
so  that  that  alkali  would  be  leached  out  of  the  soil,  and  in  my  opinion, 
alfalfa  is  an  excellent  crop  for  that  purpose.  It  is  not  my  opinion 
that  all  that  alkali  would  be  leached  out  in  4  or  5  years  if  the  land 
had  been  irrigated  as  it  should  be.  I  think  you  will  find  it  there 
just  the  same,  but  not  as  much. 

The  best  way  to  judge  how  much  alkali  there  must  be  in  land  in        2711 
order  to  interfere  with  the  production  of  crops  is  to  look  at  the  crop. 
I  do  not  know  of  any  way  that  you  can  determine  definitely  whether 
a  given  piece  of  land  in  which  there  is  alkali  to  some  extent  will  or 
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will  not  produce  crops  other  than  by  the  effort  to  grow  crops  upon  it. 
Advance  agriculture  may  know  of  certain  methods,  but  I  do  not  think 
I  am  advanced  enough  to  know.  I  consider  it  fair  to  condemn  a 

2712  piece  of  land  upon  the  alleged  presence  of  alkali,  whether  I  know 
that  it  contains  alkali  to  such  an  extent  as  to  interefere  with  the  pro- 
duction of  plant  life  or  not. 

I  value  the  land  to  the  north  and  west  of  Black  Avenue  at  $200 
an  acre,  and  on  the  portion  of  O-268  lying  south  and  east  of  Black 
Avenue  I  have  given  a  value  of  $400  an  acre,  as  I  consider  the  land 
very  much  better  in  that  triangular  shape  than  it  is  in  the  square 
piece.  (Indicating  it  on  the  map.)  The  alkali  does  not  show  in  the 
piece  south  and  east  of  Black  Avenue  as  it  does  in  the  other.  The 
piece  lying  south  of  Black  Avenue  is  nearer  the  creek,  and  covered 
up  with  more  alluvial  soil,  which  accounts  for  the  absence  of  alkali 
in  it.  I  do  not  think  this  alkali  comes  from  the  Del  Valle,  but  I  do 
not  know  where  it  came  from.  I  think  there  is  a  different  soil  in  the 

2713  triangular  piece  than  in  the  square  piece,  although  not  particularly 
different  in  color.    I  do  not  think  it  seems  to  be  the  same  soil  to  the 
naked  eye.    The  land  in  the  square  piece  is  a  heavier  soil  than  that 
in  the  triangular  piece,  and  I  do  not  call  them  both  black  soil.     I 
should  call  them  both  more  of  a  grayish  loam.     The  soil  in  the  tri- 
angular piece  is  deeper  than  the  soil  in  the  square  piece,  but  I  do 
not  know  how  much  deeper,  and  I  only  know  that  it  is  deeper  from 
what  I  can  see  on  the  ground.     There  seems  to  be  a  different  soil, 
and  being  closer  to  the  creek,  it  is  very  apt  to  be  deeper,  as  there 
has  been  more  alluvial  soil  deposited  along  the  creek  than  further 

2714  back.     It  was  a  guess  on  my  part  that  Black  Avenue  was  the  line 
which  divided  the  $400  land  from  the  $200  land. 

In  arriving  at  $200  for  a  part  of  the  land,  and  $400  for  the  re- 
mainder ;  those  figures  were  my  judgment  as  to  what  that  land  would 
be  worth.  One  acre  of  the  land  along  the  creek  is  worth  two  of  the 
other  for  farming  purposes.  When  I  made  the  subdivision  of  200 
acres  in  the  one  tract,  and  99  acres  in  the  other,  I  knew  how  Mr. 
Callaghan  was  going  to  divide  the  tract,  but  I  did  not  know  what  his 
valuation  was  going  to  be  when  I  placed  my  valuation  of  $200  an 
acre  on  the  one  piece,  and  $400  on  the  other.  Mr.  Callaghan 's  and 
my  valuations  have  coincided  in  quite  a  good  many  cases.  There  are 

2715  some  cases  in  which  they  have  not.     I  did  not,  in  all  these  cases, 
make  my  valuation  without  knowing  what  Mr.  Callaghan 's  were  going 
to  be,  because  I  did  know;  but  what  Mr.  Callaghan 's  valuation  on  a 
piece  of  land  was  would  not  have  the  slightest  effect  on  me  so  far  as 
my  valuation  was  concerned,  and  when  I  fixed  my  valuation  I  did 
not  know  what  Mr.  Callaghan 's  valuations  were  on  the  same  pieces 
altogether;  in  some  cases  I  changed  my  valuations,  but  I  could  not 

;11  you  m  what  cases.    I  do  not  know  that  Mr.  Callasrhan  changed 
is  valuation  in  places  to  agree  with  mine.     Perhaps  at  times  I  did 
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make  an  effort  to  ascertain  whether  his  valuations  coincided  with 
mine.  I  do  not  think  it  remarkable  that  two  men  proceeding  along 
independent  lines  should  arrive  at  valuations  as  identical  as  those 
that  Mr.  Callaghan  and  I  reached  in  this  case.  I  did  not  discuss  2716 
with  Mr.  Callaghan  what  his  values  would  be,  and  he  did  not  discuss 
with  me  what  they  were  to  be.  Some  of  my  final  valuations  have 
been  changed  since  I  put  the  first  valuation  on,  but  they  were  not 
changed  to  correspond  with  Mr.  Callaghan 's,  as  I  didn't  care  what 
his  valuations  were  particularly.  I  changed  mine  after  knowing 
what  his  valuations  were;  I  have  known  for  quite  awhile  what  his 
valuations  were.  When  I  made  any  changes,  I  did  not  make  them 
after  I  was  informed  of  the  figures  that  Mr.  Callaghan  put  upon  the 
same  piece  of  land.  I  had  Mr.  Callaghan 's  valuations  on  the  lands, 
and  Mr.  McDonald's,  and  he  had  mine,  but  whether  he  put  his  2717 
valuations  on  first,  or  I  put  mine  on  first,  that  is  a  question. 

I  think  that  the  triangular  part  of  O-268  with  aU  the  risks,  is 
worth  twice  as  much  as  the  square  portion,  and  a  man  would  be 
better  off  by  paying  $400  an  acre  for  that  land  along  the  creek  than 
he  would  paying  $200  an  acre  for  the  land  just  beyond.  Pretty  much 
of  the  whole  tract  is  in  alfalfa.  The  portion  of  the  tract  that  is  south 
of  Black  Avenue  should  not  produce  twice  as  much  in  alfalfa  as  the 
portion  north  thereof,  as  lots  of  land  will  produce  alfalfa  that  will 
not  produce  anything  else,  and  it  is,  therefore,  not  a  criterion  alto- 
gether. It  does  apply,  however.  The  land  south,  and  along  the 
creek,  if  handled  right,  will  produce  more  alfalfa  than  the  land  in 
the  rectangular  piece. 

I  have  had  very  little  personal  experience  in  growing  alfalfa, 
but  I  have  attempted  it.  The  men  who  are  growing  alfalfa  on  this 
land  now  are  expert  milkmen,  but  whether  they  are  expert  alfalfa 
raisers,  I  do  not  know.  I  would  not  consider  myself  an  expert  on 
alfalfa.  I  am  pretty  good  on  raising  milk  though,  and  it  is  a  mistake  27^^ 
to  try  to  raise  milk  on  anything  else  than  alfalfa  in  California.  I 
tried  it,  but  I  got  out  in  time.  They  are  using  the  very  best  method 
of  growing  alfalfa  on  that  land,  and  I  think  they  will  grow  a  fine 
crop  of  alfalfa  on  the  whole  tract,  and  at  the  end  of  four  or  five 
years  this  land  will  be  better  land  than  it  was  before,  I  think.  It 
will  be  pretty  good  land,  but  it  will  not  produce  every  kind  of  crop. 
The  grain  crop  would  run  out  after  a  few  years.  In  a  way  that 
has  been  the  experience  all  over  this  state,  in  the  San  Joaquin,  Santa 
Clara,  and  Livermore  valleys.  On  this  particular  piece  of  ground  I  2719 
don't  believe  you  could  rotate  in  certain  kinds  of  crops.  I  don't 
believe  you  could  raise  good  beets  on  it,  or  tomatoes,  or  good  cucum- 
bers. I  have  raised  beets  a  little,  but  am  not  an  expert.  Assuming 
that  the  land  is  irrigated,  you  could  not  raise  tomatoes  or  cucumbers,  ***U 
and  I  do  not  know  that  your  irrigation  would  do  you  any  good  on 
grain.  Tomatoes  and  cucumbers  would  burn  up  in  that  district,  as 
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the  sun  is  too  hot.  That  is  on  account  of  climatic  conditions,  and 
not  a  condition  of  soil,  and  would  apply  to  the  whole  of  the  Pleasanton 
Valley.  I  think  on  the  lands  south  of  Del  Valle  you  could  come 
pretty  close  to  raising  tomatoes. 

I  don't  take  into  consideration  the  factor  of  the  irrigation,  and 
in  placing  my  valuations  on  this  entire  Pleasanton  tract,  I  have 
assumed  the  conditions  just  as  I  found  them.  I  have  not  assumed 
that  it  could  not  be  irrigated. 

2721  Questioned  by  Master. 

I  assumed  that  the  water  was  available  for  irrigation. 

CROSS   EXAMINATION   BY    MR.    MCCUTCHEN. 

Referring  to  0-268;  I  do  not  know  how  much  water  you  can 
get  there  for  irrigation,  and  I  do  not  know  that  you  could  not  get 
enough  water  for  its  irrigation.  Assuming  that  you  could  get  water 
for  its  irrigation,  you  would  in  time  get  the  alkali  out  of  there,  but 
I  think  it  would  take  a  number  of  years.  It  is  my  opinion  that  it 
would  take  longer  than  the  life  of  this  present  plant  of  alfalfa  that 
is  on  the  land  now.  I  have  no  guide  except  my  opinion  for  de- 

2722  termining  that. 

When  I  said  that  if  I  had  water  upon  that  land  it  would  make 
a  difference  in  my  views  with  reference  to  the  present  ability  to  pro- 
duce other  crops,  I  was  thinking  of  beets.  I  do  not  think  the  square 
portion  of  this  parcel  would  produce  as  good  a  crop  of  beets  as  the 
triangular  piece,  because  of  the  soil  and  the  alkali.  There  is  so  much 
alkali  in  the  square  portion  that  it  would  interfere  with  the  production 
of  beets.  It  is  my  experience  that  beets  is  a  crop  that  is  planted  in 
alkali  land,  but  I  do  not  ever  recollect  having  seen  beets  tried  on  this 
land,  in  parcel  0-268.  I  think  I  have,  and  that  the  crop  was  not  a 
particularly  successful  one.  I  cannot  tell  you  the  year.  I  do  not 
know  to  what  extent  land  may  be  impregnated  with  alkali,  and  not 

2723  interfere  with   the   production  of  beets.     I   think   the  conclusion 
arrived  at  on  0-268  was  that  the  land  is  impregnated  with  alkali  to 
such  an  extent  as  to  prevent  the  successful  growing  of  beets.     The 
appearance  of  the  beet  crop  enabled  me  to  determine  that  this  land 
would  not  grow  beets,  and  the  general  impression  is  that  it  was 
attributable  to  the  alkali.    The  raising  of  alfalfa  is  more  a  propo- 
sition of  water  than  anything  else,  and  you  can  raise  alfalfa  in  this 

2724  state  in  a  great  many  places  if  you  have  the  water.     I  only  know 
from  hearsay  what  is  considered  a  fair  yield  of  alfalfa  to  the  acre 
in  certain  places.     The  manner  in  which  they  cut  alfalfa  on  O-268 
makes  it  impossible  to  determine  what  the  yield  per  acre  was  on  that 
parcel,  but  looking  at  it  I  could  form  some  judgment. 

When  I  stated  that  alfalfa  would  not  last  more  than  4  or  5  years, 
my  opinion  was  not  based  on  what  somebody  has  told  me.  That  con- 
dition prevails  in  some  places,  but  I  can't  recall  just  now  where. 
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There  are  some  places  where  it  does  not  have  to  be  renewed  as  fre- 
quently as  that.  If  I  were  doing  it,  I  would  renew  it  every  4  or  5  or 
6  years,  and  I  should  be  very  much  surprised  if  this  crop  that  is 
on  O-268  would  last  for  6  years.  That  is  my  opinion  of  it.  2725 

Q-268 ;  witness  read  the  following  from  his  notes  as  a  description 
of  this  parcel:  "On  the  east  side  of  the  Pleasanton-Santa-Rita  road, 
next  to  the  Western  Pacific  Railroad  on  the  south,  and  cut  by  the  San 
Ramon  branch  of  the  S.  P.  Through  easterly  portion  soil  rather  light ; 
sandy  loam  with  some  gravel ;  not  as  good  as  land  west  of  Pleasanton. ' ' 

That  land  is  about  the  same  as  the  triangular  portion  of  O-268, 
The  soil  is  pretty  much  the  same  color,  and  is  about  the  same  as  on 
the  triangular  portion  of  O-268.  I  have  seen  barley  and  alfalfa 
growing  on  Q-268,  and  the  alfalfa  is  growing  on  it  now,  but  is  not 
as  good  as  that  on  the  square  part  of  O-268.  This  is  due  to  lack  of 
water  probably.  I  do  not  know  whether  the  alfalfa  on  Q-268  has 
actually  been  irrigated,  but  I  think  it  would  produce  better  crops  if  2726 
it  had  the  water.  If  Q-268  had  as  much  water  on  it  as  has  been  placed 
on  0-268,  you  would  get  a  better  crop  of  alfalfa  on  Q-268  than  you 
are  getting  on  0-268.  I  have  never  seen  a  better  crop  on  Q-268  at 
any  season  of  the  year  than  you  see  on  O-268.  In  the  winter,  when 
they  don't  have  to  irrigate  artificially,  the  crop  of  alfalfa  that  I  saw 
on  Q-268  was  better  than  the  one  I  see  on  O-268.  I  have  seen  the 
alfalfa  crop  on  0-268  after  the  barley  had  been  harvested,  when  a 
fellow  would  have  to  use  his  imagination  a  good  deal  to  make  out 
whether  they  were  going  to  have  a  crop  of  alfalfa  there  or  not.  I 
do  not  know  whether  there  has  been  any  irrigation  between  the  time 
when  I  saw  it  and  the  time  when  the  barley  had  been  cut.  I  do  not 
know  that  the  poor  quality  of  the  alfalfa  was  due  to  the  lack  of  irri-  2727 
gation  solely.  With  proper  irrigation,  it  is  my  opinion  that  a  better 
crop  of  alfalfa  can  be  grown  on  Q-268  than  on  the  whole  of  0-268, 
and  I  think  there  is  better  soil  on  Q-268  than  there  is  on  0-268.  I 
have  not  made  up  my  mind  that  there  is  so  much  alkali  in  0-268  that 
it  will  not  produce  crops  successfully.  2728 

R-268;  that  is  the  old  Lilienthal  homestead,  and  consists  of  al- 
luvial soil.  The  soil  on  280  adjoining  is  very  much  the  same,  although 
I  think  it  is  a  little  better.  My  description  of  R-268  is  that  thft  soil 
is  sandy  loam.  Tract  cut  in  former  years  by  overflow  of  Del  Valle 
Creek,  leaving  some  perceptible  erosions  and  gravel  deposits.  Is  not 
particularly  well  adapted  to  vegetables,  though  close  to  town;  to  2729 
make  alfalfa  successful  would  require  considerable  irrigation.  My 
description  of  280  is  about  the  same.  South  side  of  Black  Avenue 
and  north  of  Del  Valle  Creek;  soil  a  deep  loam  near  creek;  suitable 
for  alfalfa,  beets,  grain,  vegetables,  fruits  and  small  fruits.  R-268 
is  sandy  loam;  280  is  deep  loam,  and  I  would  say  the  deep  loam  was 
better,  yet  I  value  280  at  $400  an  acre,  and  R-268  at  $410.  This  is 
.because  R-268  faces  on  two  roads;  it  is  closer  to  town.  On  280  you 
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have  the  danger  of  encroachment  from  the  creek  that  you  do  not 
have  in  R-268.  Heretofore  I  have  placed  a  higher  valuation  on  land 
next  to  the  creek,  but  there  is  a  bad  looking  place  there  on  280,  and 
it  looks  very  much  to  me  as  though  they  would  lose  several  acres  of 
ground  out  of  there.  280,  acre  for  acre,  as  to  the  intrinsic  value  of 
the  land,  is  probably  better  land  than  R-268.  The  possibility  that 

2730  some  time  in  the  future  the  creek  will  make  inroads  on  280  is  my 
reason  for  putting  a  lower  valuation  upon  that  parcel.     I  do  not 
know  to  what  extent  the  creek  will  make  inroads  on  that  land.    The 
creek  may,  if  it  overflowed,  bring  down  a  rich  detritus  that  would 
add  to  the  fertility  of  the  land,  but  your  acreage  of  good  land  becomes 
less  and  less  as  the  creek  encroaches  upon  the  land,  and  that  was  the 
only  reason  for  making  that  difference  in  the  valuation. 

Comparing  280  with  n-239,  m-239,  1-239  and  276 :     The  land  on 

2731  the  south  side  of  the  creek  is  better.     280  is  a  lighter  loam  both  in 
color  and  texture  than  the  loam  south  of  the  creek.     I  do  not  know 
that  the  depth  of  the  soil  on  280  is  any  less  than  it  is  on  these  other 
tracts.    The  four  tracts  mentioned  are  better  land,  and  will  produce 
more  of  most  anything  than  280,  which  makes  them  worth  20%  more 
than  that  tract.    I  think  they  would  produce  more  beets  without  irri- 
gation, and  I  would  look  for  a  pretty  nice  crop  of  beets  down  south 
of  the  creek,  but  not  for  a  particularly  good  crop  on  280,  as  I  think 
it  would  dry  out,  and  the  others  would  not  so  quickly.     I  doubt  if 
they  would  need  irrigation  at  all;  they  might.     I  know  very  little 
about  the  water  table  on  the  two  tracts.    Guessing  at  it,  I  should  say 

2732  that  the  water  table  was  nearer  the  surface  in  this  land  south  of  the 
creek  than  north  of  the  creek,  but  I  do  not  know  anything  about  it 
from  investigation.    With  water  280  is  good  for  vegetables  and  small 
fruits,  whereas  the  other  four  tracts  are  good  for  vegetables  and  small 
fruits  with  very  much  less  water.     How  much  less  I  could  not  tell 
you.    The  nature  of  the  soil  enables  me  to  say  that  these  tracts  require 
less  water  than  280.    The  soil  is  just  a  little  heavier  and  more  loamy 
south  of  the  creek  than  it  is  north  thereof,  and  would  hold  water 
longer.    That  is  just  my  judgment  on  the  land,  and  is  not  from  any 
experiment  made  by  me.    I  would  say  it  is  heavier  land  south  of  the 

2733  creek  than  north  of  the  creek. 

I  do  not  know  that  there  is  any  difference  in  elevation  between 
280  and  these  four  tracts.  The  soil  on  the  four  tracts  was  made  by 
silt  brought  down  by  the  Arroyo  Valle,  and  I  think  the  Tassajero 
helped  a  little  bit.  It  came  in  I  should  say  about  a  mile  above  this 
land.  It  looks  as  though  the  Tassajero  brought  down  alkali,  but  I 
do  not  know  whether  it  did  or  not.  I  say  that  south  of  the  creek  is 
made  up  from  the  Mocho,  the  Tassajero,  and  the  Del  Valle,  and  it 
made  a  pretty  fine  piece  of  ground  there. 

I  do  not  know  what  opportunity  for  comparisons  I  have  had 
m  regard  to  the  crops  on  the  land  south  of  County  Road  2000,  and 
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on  the  best  of  the  land  north  of  there,  or  north  of  the  Arroyo  Valle. 

I  have  seen  those  lands  for  a  good  while,  but  I  do  not  remember  to 

have  seen  a  piece  of  land  south  of  the  creek  planted  to  the  same  crop 

which  I  have  seen  planted  on  lands  north  of  the  creek.    When  I  say 

that  the  lands  south  of  the  creek  will  produce  better  crops,  it  is  based  * 

on  observation,  but  I  cannot  tell  you  what  crops  I  have  seen  growing, 

or  the  lands  on  which  the  crop  grew,  or  the  character  of  the  crop. 

The  land  south  of  the  creek  will  raise  beets,  tomatoes  and  cucumbers, 

but  I  would  not  think  of  putting  tomatoes  and  cucumbers  north  of       2735 

the  creek,  because  I  do  not  think  they  would  stand  it,  as  the  soil  is 

not  heavy  enough.    I  do  not  say  that  they  would  not  grow  tomatoes 

and   cucumbers   through   entirely   climatic   conditions,   that   is   the 

same  heat  would  affect  them  on  the  south  as  on  the  north  of  the 

creek,  but  if  they  were  a  little  shy  of  water  north  of  the  creek,  and 

then  got  a  hot  wind  or  a  few  hot  days,  it  would  shrivel  them  up  very 

much  quicker  than  it  would  on  the  land  south  of  the  creek. 

I  think  that  the  land  south  of  the  creek  will  produce  a  better 
crop  of  beets  than  280,  but  I  do  not  know  how  much  the  land  south 
of  the  creek  which  I  have  valued  at  $500  an  acre  will  produce  in 
beets.  I  do  not  know  how  much  280  will  produce  in  beets  with  good 
tillage,  but  there  would  be  quite  a  difference  on  account  of  the  nature 
of  the  land.  280  is  a  deep  loam,  which  is  an  excellent  and  very  rich 
soil,  but  I  do  not  know  how  much  in  beets  such  a  soil  as  that  will 
produce  with  proper  tillage.  I  think  that  the  four  tracts — m-239,  2736 
n-239,  1-239  and  276  will  produce  as  many  beets  as  any  tract  in  the 
whole  Pleasanton  district.  I  do  not  know  whether  it  is  fair  to  say 
that  as  far  as  beet  culture  is  concerned  that  I  do  not  know  anything 
about  it.  I  do  not  know  actually  what  these  particular  lands  will 
produce  in  beets  under  proper  tillage,  because  I  have  not  raised  beets 
on  that  land.  I  would  say  undoubtedly  that  the  land  south  of  the 
creek  would  raise  more  beets  than  the  land  north  thereof,  and  I 
would  say  it  would  raise  enough  more  to  make  a  difference  of  $100  2737 
an  acre.  It  would  probably  have  to  raise  three  or  four  tons  more  to 
make  a  difference  of  $100  an  acre  in  value.  By  that  I  mean  3  or  4 
tons  more  than  will  be  produced  on  280,  although  I  do  not  know 
what  280  will  produce,  or  what  239  will  produce.  The  nature  of  the 
land  itself  enables  me  to  say  that  239  will  produce  3  or  4  tons  more 
than  280.  I  think  most  any  crop  that  requires  irrigation  will  grow  2738 
better  in  the  land  south  of  the  creek  than  it  will  in  the  land  north 
of  the  creek,  and  that  most  any  crop  that  does  not  require  irrigation 
will  grow  better.  In  my  mind,  these  lands  south  of  the  creek  have 
an  advantage  over  280  from  whatever  point  of  view  you  look  at  them. 

Referring  to  a  little  piece  of  land  lying  south  of  R-268  and  above 
the  Arroyo  Valle;  that  has  been  used  for  vegetables,  and  is  now 
being  used  for  them.  It  is  a  general  vegetable  garden,  and  they  grow 
vegetables  for  the  market,  but  they  grow  better  tomatoes  and  cucum- 
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bers  over  on  the  other  side  of  the  hill,  and  I  think  they  import  them 
into  Pleasanton.     Pleasanton  is  getting  some  of  the  glory  that  the 

2739  Haywards  country  ought  to  be  entitled  to.    I  think  they  could  raise 
tomatoes  on  this  piece,  but  it  is  a  question  whether  they  would  not 
get  pretty  well  scorched.    When  you  start  in  on  a  vegetable  proposi- 
tion, it  is  not  altogether  the  nature  of  the  land  as  much  as  it  is  the 
fertilizer  you  put  on  the  land.     You  do  not  have  to  fertilize  very 
much  around  Haywards  or  San  Leandro.     That  is  also  true  down 
below  Sacramento  on  those  islands,  because  vegetation  has  been 
decaying  there  for  ages.     I  think  they  do  have  to  fertilize  around 
Milpitas,  San  Jose,  and  Alviso. 

I  think  there  is  absent  from  that  deep  loam  in  280  the  decayed 

2740  vegetation  that  you  spoke  about  in  the  Sacramento  island  land.     I 
do  not  think  that  is  true  of  the  land  south  of  County  Road  2000. 
There  is  more  decayed  vegetable  matter  in  the  land  south  of  Del 
Valle  Creek  than  in  the  land  north  of  it.    280  is  not  as  rich  as  the 
land  south  of  the  Arroyo  Valle.     In  regards  to  the  piece  south  of 
E-268,  he  may  have  hauled  manure  in  there  for  the  last  ten  years, 
and  practically  made  that  soil.    280  is  not  vegetable  land  in  the  same 
sense  that  the  land  south  of  the  Valle  is.    When  I  said  that  280  is  a 
deep  loam,  suitable  for  alfalfa,  vegetables,  beets,  fruits  and  small 
fruits,  I  meant  that  you  could  raise  them,  but  you  could  not  raise 
them  as  successfully  as  you  could  on  the  land  south  of  the  Valle. 
There  was  no  question,  and  there  is  no  question  now  in  my  mind 

2741  ^  to  tne  availability  of  280  for  vegetable  growing. 

280  is  available  for  vegetables,  but  not  in  a  degree  that  the  land 
south  of  the  Arroyo  Valle  is.  It  would  depend  upon  what  the  vege- 
tables were  whether  or  not  I  would  advise  a  man  to  use  it  for  vege- 
table culture.  I  would  exclude  certain  crops  that  need  irrigation 
and  cannot  be  irrigated  when  they  are  developing. 

FORTIETH  HEARING.  OCTOBER  5,  1915. 

Witness:    ISAAC  B.  PARSONS,  for  Defendant. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION   BY   MR.    MCCUTCHEN. 

Parcel  278,  Map  10 ;  the  soil  is  a  heavier  loam  than  in  280,  and  a 
0740  little  heavier  tnan  in  R-268.  I  did  not  detect  any  alkali  in  280,  or  in 
R-268.  I  did  not  detect  any  alkali  in  278.  I  will  qualify  that  a  little ; 
there  is  a  little  alkali  in  the  narrow  strip  in  back,  but*  there  is  none 
in  the  front  part  of  it,  which  is  on  the  Santa  Rita  road.  The  narrow 
strip  is  north  of  272,  277,  and  273,  and  it  includes  the  back  part  of 
the  little  strip  between  273  and  272.  There  is  a  little  alkali  in  the 
portion  south  of  272  and  273.  (Indicating  a  triangular  piece  on  the 
map.)  278  is  available  for  grain  and  alfalfa,  but  is  not  vegetable  land 
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in  the  same  sense  that  280  would  be.  280  is  better  land.  The  southern 
part  of  R-268  is  probably  a  little  bit  better  than  the  part  in  278. 
Taking  it  acre  for  acre,  I  do  not  know  that  R-268  is  better  than  the 
large  tract  on  the  easterly  end  of  278.  It  looks  a  little  better  right  2744 
now.  When  I  say  that  part  of  268  is  better  than  278,  I  do  not  alto- 
gether mean  that  the  southern  part  is  the  better  land,  because  as  I 
remember  R-268  there  is  a  gravelly  swale  that  runs  down  through  the 
westerly  portion  of  it.  I  do  not  know  that  that  gravelly  swale  occupies 
a  great  many  acres,  but  it  doesn't  look  quite  as  good.  R-268  acre  for 
acre  is  rather  poorer  than  the  larger  portion  of  278.  The  portion  of 
278  east  of  Vine  Avenue  is  better  than  the  portion  west.  I  saw  traces 
of  alkali  in  the  portion  of  278  west  of  Vine  Avenue.  When  I  said 
there  was  alkali  in  the  tract,  I  meant  that  there  was  alkali  showing,  2745 
and  that  it  was  there  to  such  an  extent  as  to  interfere  with  the  pro- 
ductivity on  that  tract.  From  all  appearances  the  land  easterly  from 
Vine  Avenue  is  better  acre  for  acre  than  that  lying  westerly  thereof 
in  parcel  278.  It  is  pretty  hard  to  put  a  valuation  from  here,  on  that 
portion  of  278  lying  westerly  of  Vine  Avenue,  as  I  didn't  make  any 
such  segregation  as  that.  My  opinion  as  to  the  value  of  that  portion 
would  be  more  of  an  estimate  than  anything  else.  I  know  the  land 
now  just  as  well  as  I  have  ever  known  it,  but  I  do  not  like  to  fix  the 
valuation  without  going  out  on  the  ground.  The  best  place  for  a  man  2746 
to  put  a  valuation  on  a  piece  of  land  is  out  in  the  field  where  he  can 
look  it  over,  but  as  a  rough  approximation,  I  should  say  that  the  land 
west  of  Vine  Avenue  would  be  $300  an  acre.  I  mean  by  that  that  strip 
at  the  top,  and  also  the  strip  between  the  small  pieces  and  the  triangle 
down  next  to  280.  I  do  not  include  the  little  yellow  triangle  next  to 
280,  as  shown  on  the  map.  That  triangular  piece  has  some  alkali  in  it.  2747 
Not  all  of  that  triangular  piece  is  better  than  the  land  that  lies  east- 
erly of  Vine  Avenue  in  278,  as  the  northerly  portion  of  the  triangle 
is  not  as  good  ground  as  in  the  southerly  portion.  Including  the  tri- 
angular portion  and  all  other  portions  of  278  lying  west  of  Vine 
Avenue,  it  is  my  approximation  that  a  fair  price  per  acre  would 
be  $300. 

I  put  these  valuations  on  the  property  in  each  case  while  on  the 
ground,  and  after  going  on  the  ground  several  times,  and  I  would 
rather  make  my  valuations  of  the  portion  of  278  lying  westerly  of  Vine 
Avenue  on  the  ground. 

Questioned  by  Master.  2748 

My  value  on  280  was  $400,  and  R-268  was  $410,  but  I  do  not  con- 
sider that  it  is  a  better  piece  of  land  than  280,  as  one  reason  of  criticism 
of  280  was  the  liability  of  encroachment  by  the  stream,  which  affected 
its  value.  R-268  is  a  little  more  accessible.  It  lies  on  two  roads,  and 
is  a  corner.  That  is  the  reason  why  I  gave  $10  an  acre  more  to  that, 
among  other  reasons. 
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278  I  have  at  $450  an  acre,  and  there  are  two  or  three  reasons 
why  that  piece  is  worth  $40  or  $50  an  acre  more  than  280  or  R-268 : 
278  is  surrounded  by  roads.  It  is  cut  up  by  roads ;  it  is  in  shape  to 
sell  off  in  small  holdings ;  there  has  been  a  dairy  on  it  for  a  number  of 
years ;  the  land  is  enriched.  It  is  a  very  nice-looking  piece  of  ground, 
and  that  is  the  reason  I  put  that  value  on  it.  I  think  that  comes 
pretty  near  being  a  fair  valuation. 

CROSS   EXAMINATION   BY   MR.    MCCUTCHEN. 

The  portion  of  278  lying  west  of  Vine  Avenue  being  worth  $300 
an  acre,  I  will  put  $450  on  the  portion  lying  easterly  of  Vine  Avenue. 

2749  There  is  a  nice  increase  on  that  piece  east  of  Vine  Avenue  on  account 
of  the  way  it  looks.     Alfalfa  was  doing  well  there;   it  has  been 
manured.    It  is  a  good  piece  of  ground,  but  it  is  not  vegetable  land  in 
the  sense  that  this  other  land  is.     I  don't  think  you  could  use  water 
on  it  as  well  as  you  can  on  some  of  the  land  that  lies  nearer  the  creek. 
I  doubt  whether  280  or  R-268  will  produce  everything  that  278  will 
produce.    However,  if  you  fertilize  280  and  R-268  as  much  as  you  have 
278,  I  think  you  will  make  just  as  good  a  piece  of  ground  of  it  as  the 
easterly  part  of  278.     At  the  present  time  the  natural  conditions  in 
280  and  R-268  are  not  superior  to  those  in  278  so  far  as  the  soil  is 
concerned.     I  do  not  know  whether  280  and  R-268  have  ever  been 
planted  to  alfalfa.    The  root  of  alfalfa  is  a  fine  fertilizer,  but  I  do  not 

2750  recall  whether  R-268  and  280  have  been  fertilized  by  alfalfa. 

R-268;  soil  a  sandy  loam;  tract  cut  in  former  years  by  overflow 
of  Del  Valle,  leaving  some  perceptible  erosions  and  gravel  deposit; 
is  not  particularly  well  adapted  to  vegetables,  though  close  to  town ; 
to  make  alfalfa  successful  would  require  considerable  irrigation. 

280 ;  on  the  south  of  Black  Avenue  and  north  of  Del  Valle  Creek. 
Soil  deep  loam  near  creek.  Suitable  for  alfalfa,  beets,  grain,  vege- 
tables, fruit  and  small  fruit. 

278 ;  on  Santa  Rita  Road,  Black  Avenue,  Valley  Avenue  on  north ; 
soil  gravelly  loam  on  Black  Avenue,  and  a  heavy  clay  loam  on  Valley 
Avenue,  some  alkali ;  inclined  to  be  wet  on  Valley  Avenue ;  suitable  for 
alfalfa  and  grain. 

Taking  those  descriptions,  I  would  say  that  280  is  a  better  piece 

2751  of  land  than  278  for  certain  purposes  perhaps.    I  think  that  280  could 
be  used  for  orchard  purposes,  whereas  278  would  not  be  as  suitable 
for  that  purpose,  and  280  would  have  that  additional  advantage.    278 
would  have  the  advantage  of  appearance  over  280,  as  it  is  a  heavier 
soil,  and  it  has  had  a  dairy  on  it  for  a  number  of  years,  and  looks 
good.    This  heavier  soil  has  alkali  in  some  places.    278  is  worth  $50  an 
acre  more  than  280  because  there  is  a  considerable  value  there  due  to 
the  fact  that  there  are  roads  on  four  sides  of  it,  which  increases  the 
value.    I  do  not  know  of  any  tract  there  on  which  the  owner  cannot 
put  roads  on  four  sides,  but  I  did  not  find  that  condition. 
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I  valued  this  property  as  a  whole  with  the  roads  and  streams  and 
everything  as  I  found  it.  I  do  not  know  whether  I  would  change 
values  on  the  piece  if  one  man  owned  the  entire  tract  and  could  run 
roads  through  it  to  the  best  advantage.  I  could  not  answer  that  ques- 
tion at  this  time.  I  valued  this  property  as  farming  property,  and  I  2752 
mean  to  say  that  a  piece  of  land  which  has  roads  on  four  sides  of  it 
is  more  valuable  than  a  piece  of  land  that  has  roads  on  only  two  sides 
of  it,  because  the  more  accessible  a  piece  of  ground  is  the  more  it  is 
worth.  I  cannot  tell  you  how  much  of  that  $50  is  for  fertilization, 
and  how  much  for  the  presence  of  these  roads. 

280  has  Black  Avenue  on  the  north,  but  there  is  only  a  driveway 
on  the  east,  and  also  a  driveway  on  the  west.  278  has  an  advantage 
over  280  as  regards  accessibility.  I  do  not  know  how  wide  280  is.  The 
town  of  Pleasanton  would  be  the  post  office  and  trading  place  for  the  2753 
people  living  on  278  and  280,  and  they  are  both  about  as  accessible  to 
Pleasanton.  278  is  as  close  to  Pleasanton  as  280,  and  the  triangular 
piece  is  closer.  To  get  to  Pleasanton  from  the  triangular  piece,  you 
would  go  out  on  the  Pleasanton  road,  and  you  would  just  pass  a  little 
corner  of  the  Kruse  place.  Acre  for  acre,  278  is  as  accessible  to 
Pleasanton  as  280,  and  it  is  just  as  easy  to  get  crops  from  there  to  2754 
Pleasanton. 

I  do  not  think  the  land  in  the  strip  on  278  lying  west  of  Vine 
Avenue  and  north  of  273,  272  and  277,  is  as  good  as  that  in  273,  272 
and  277.  I  have  valued  273  at  $400,  and  272  and  277  at  $450,  and 
the  average  value — as  a  rough  approximation — of  that  portion  of  278 
lying  west  of  Vine  Avenue  is  $300.  I  would  not  say  that  the  $300  land 
entirely  surrounds  the  tracts  on  which  I  have  put  a  valuation  of  $400 
and  $450;  it  is  hard  to  segregate  that.  I  say  that  these  lots  in  back 
are  not  worth  as  much  as  the  lots  facing  on  Black  Avenue,  as  I  do  not 
think  they  are  as  good,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  they  have  the 
accessibility  that  the  remainder  of  278  has.  The  triangular  piece 
below  272,  273  and  277  is  worth  pretty  close  to  as  much  as  272,  273 
and  277.  I  would  not  say  that  the  portion  of  278  lying  easterly 
of  Vine  Avenue  is  worth  over  $500  an  acre.  2755 

I  think  there  is  alkali  in  the  back  part  of  272,  273  and  277,  and 
there  is  alkali  in  the  triangular  piece  lying  below  272,  273  and  277. 
Although  there  is  alkali  in  272  and  277,  I  have  valued  them  at  $450 
an  acre,  and  valued  280  where  there  is  no  alkali  at  $400  an  acre, 
because  the  alkali  in  those  little  pieces  I  didn't  consider  cut  much  ice. 
272  and  277  have  an  advantage  over  280  because  they  are  small  sub- 
divisions, but  if  I  had  been  asked  to  value  280  in  four  subdivisions 
instead  of  one,  I  would  not  have  made  the  four  subdivisions  any  more 
valuable  per  acre.  The  conditions  exist  on  the  ground  just  as  we 
found  them.  There  are  no  fence  lines  there.  If  the  three  holdings, 
272,  273  and  277  were  thrown  into  one  field — the  fences  being  re- 
moved— they  would  be  less  valuable  per  acre  as  far  as  the  market  2756 
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value  goes,  and  if  I  had  found  those  pieces  in  one  field,  I  would  have 
put  a  lower  price  per  acre  upon  them  than  I  actually  placed  upon 
them.  I  do  not  know  what  would  be  added  to  these  pieces  per  acre 
on  account  of  the  fences,  as  that  was  not  the  question  that  entered 
my  mind.  They  would  be  worth  about  two-thirds  less  if  they  were  in 
one  ownership  than  if  in  two  ownerships,  and  under  two  fences.  As 
to  these  other  large  holdings,  I  simply  took  them  as  I  found  them, 
and  have  not  reduced  anything  because  of  the  fact  that  they  are  in 
large  holdings.  I  simply  put  the  price  on  as  I  found  it. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

Referring  to  Q-268;  a  large  field;  if  I  found  a  large  field  that 
had  been  subdivided  and  sold  off  in  small  subdivisions  at  pretty  fair 
prices,  and  then  all  those  improvements  and  fences  had  been  removed, 
and  the  owners  removed,  I  should  say  that  if  it  had  been  sold  once  for 

2757  a  good  price,  there  was  probably  a  value  there  and  it  could  be  sold 
again,  and  I  would  say  the  same  thing  as  to  this.    This  has  been  sub- 
divided and  has  been  sold,  and  we  are  assuming  that  it  could  be  sold 
again.     I  mean  by  that  that  subdivisions  into  smaller  areas  give  a 
greater  value  in  the  appraisal  by  reason  of  the  more  extended  market. 

CROSS   EXAMINATION   BY   MR.    MCCUTCHEN. 

It  would  take  considerable  study  to  figure  out  just  what  would  be 
the  most  advantageous  way  to  handle  these  Pleasanton  lands,  some  of 
which  are  rather  rich  lands.  Some  of  them  you  might  handle  in 
small  subdivisions,  and  some  you  would  not.  You  could  not  say  off- 
hand just  how  you  would  handle  that  whole  Pleasanton  situation. 

On  some  of  that  Pleasanton  land  a  thrifty  farmer  could  do  very 
well  on  20  acres.  That  would  include  all  of  the  land  south  of  County 
Eoad  2000,  and  south  of  the  Valle,  and  would  include  some  of  the 
following  in  a  lesser  degree :  Q-268,  R-268,  280,  278,  277,  272  and  273. 
I  would  not  include  the  three  properties  marked  283 — Schween  lands — 
on  the  20  acre  basis.  It  would  depend  upon  the  nationality  of  the 

2758  farmer  whether  he  could  make  a  living  on  20  acres  of  the  Schween 
land.    I  think  you  would  sell  a  whole  lot  more  of  the  rest  of  the  land 

2759  Before  you  sold  the  Schween  land  to  a  Portuguese  or  an  Italian.    I  do 
not  think  that  would  be  less  attractive  to  a  Portuguese,  Frenchman, 
or  Italian  than  where  I  saw  the  vineyard  down  at  the  south  end 
of  Calaveras.    I  think  the  hill  vineyard  land  would  be  more  attractive 
to  the  average  Frenchman  who  wanted  to  get  up  into  the  hills  for  his 
health,  than  the  valley  land.    Those  hill  lands  would  be  attractive 
more  as  a  health  resort  than  anything  else.    I  didn't  say  that  the  Cala- 
veras hill  lands  would  be  valuable  only  as  a  health  resort,  but  you 
are  referring  to  the  vineyard  in  the  south  end  of  the  Calaveras,  on 
the  Kovo  place,  and  Mrs.  Kovo  told  me  that  the  reason  they  came  up 
there  WaS  °n  account  of  her  husband's  health,  and  that  they  did  not 
expect  to  make  any  money  from  it.     She  told  me  that  they  didn't 
make  any  money  from  it. 
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289;  small  place  on  Santa  Rita  road  north  of  Mocho.  Cut  by 
Tassajero  Creek  western  portion,  and  San  Ramon  Railroad  in  the 
middle.  Low  and  wet  as  indicated  by  willow  growth.  Suitable  for 
summer  pasture. 

270 ;  Donahoe  place,  on  Santa  Rita  road,  crossed  by  San  Ramon 
Railroad,  Tassajero  Creek.  Is  too  low  and  wet  to  farm  successfully, 
but  will  make  good  pasturage. 

S-268;  Merriwa  Stock  Farm.  Considerable  light  sandy  loam; 
some  gravel,  together  with  some  dark,  heavy  loam;  more  remote  from 
the  creek,  and  impregnated  with  alkali.  Some  marshy  land  in  this 
tract.  Suitable  for  grain  and  beets.  Taking  my  description  of  that  2761 
tract,  and  putting  it  beside  my  descripion  of  278,  I  would  say  it  was 
fair  to  make  the  one  tract  worth  about  two  and  a  half  times  as  much 
as  the  other.  I  think  I  am  pretty  liberal  on  that  piece  of  ground,  and 
that  applies  to  all  of  these  lands.  That  valuation  of  $190  was  my 
valuation,  and  not  Mr.  Callaghan's.  (The  Master  advised  Mr.  Calla- 
ghan's  figure  was  $180.) 

I  would  prefer  looking  at  the  ground  before  stating  which  is  the  2762 
more  valuable  land  in  S-268 — that  lying  to  the  west  of  Martin  Avenue 
extended  northerly,  or  that  lying  to  the  east.  There  is  alkali  in  S-268 
west  of  Martin  Avenue  extended,  and  between  Martin  Avenue  extended 
and  Oakland  Avenue.  There  is  some  west  of  Oakland  Avenue,  but 
I  should  judge  that  there  is  not  much  east  of  Martin  Avenue  extended. 
I  have  seen  that  land  planted  to  beets  and  grain,  and  it  is  planted 
to  grain  this  year.  The  portion  in  the  creek  bottom  was  planted  to 
beets  last  year.  I  have  seen  that  entire  tract  planted  to  beets,  but  I 
do  not  think  there  was  a  particularly  good  crop.  There  is  nothing  on 
the  land  now.  These  lands  are  far  better  for  pasture  than  they  are  2763 
for  cultivation.  It  is  not  a  question  of  soil  as  to  which  lands  will 
produce  good  pasture  and  good  cultivated  crops.  It  is  a  question  of 
getting  the  land  at  the  right  season  of  the  year,  and  if  they  could  be 
drained  and  the  water  kept  off,  these  lands  could  be  cultivated. 

I  do  not  know  whether  S-268  can  be  drained,  although  I  have 
thought  the  matter  over,  and  its  susceptibility  to  drainage  might  have 
something  to  do  with  its  value.  I  am  not  an  expert  on  the  cost  of 
drainage.  I  do  not  think  that  the  Merriwa  Stock  Farm  could  be 
drained  easily.  I  have  seen  that  land  when  it  was  so  wet  that  it  could  2764 
not  be  farmed,  although  I  could  not  tell  you  what  year.  I  could  not 
tell  for  what  length  of  time  it  was  in  that  condition.  I  do  not  think 
that  it  is  of  a  nature  that  would  permit  of  drainage  easily,  although 
it  is  a  loam  soil.  You  can  go  up  on  the  Sacramento  River  and  find 
thousands  of  acres  of  loam  that  are  not  drained,  and  some  of  it  never 
will  be  drained  because  there  is  no  outlet  for  the  water  that  collects 
there.  That  is  comparable  to  a  certain  extent  to  the  condition  in 
S-268,  which  I  presume  can  be  drained,  and  if  it  were  drained,  would 
be  worth  much  more  than  the  price  which  I  have  put  upon  it,  but  how 
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much  more  I  do  not  know.    I  do  not  know  whether  it  would  be  worth 
$400  an  acre.    It  would  take  more  than  mere  draining  to  make  that  an 

2765  exceedingly  fine  piece  of  land;  you  would  have  to  keep  the  water  off, 
and  I  think  that  would  be  difficult.    I  have  not  kept  track  of  the  time 
during  which  the  streams  overflow,  and  do  not  know  what  the  fall  is 
from  one  side  of  the  land  or  from  one  end  of  it  to  the  other. 

I  consider  the  40  acre  piece  in  283 — small  Schween  piece — rather 
wet  up  in  the  northwest  corner.  I  would  say  there  was  about  ten  or 
fifteen  acres  of  it,  and  the  remainder  of  the  40  acre  tract  is  free  from 
water,  and  is  a  fine  loamy  soil.  I  think  it  is  rather  a  light  soil,  and 
do  not  think  it  is  a  particularly  productive  soil.  I  base  that  upon 

2766  the  appearance  of  the  soil.     I  have  never  seen  it  worked,  but  have 
walked  in  through  it,  and  over  it,  and  around  it,  and  it  might,  in 
certain  years,  produce  an  abundant  growth  of  natural  vegetation.     I 
do  not  think  I  have  ever  seen  it  when  it  had  a  very  rank  growth 
of  natural  vegetation  on  it,  and  I  might  have  seen  it  when  it  had  a 
fine  growth.    I  would  not  put  a  value  of  $200  an  acre  on  a  piece  of 
land  for  pasture  that  did  not  produce  fine  natural  vegetation,  but  I 
put  such  a  value  on  this  40  acre  tract,  but  I  did  not  say  that  that 
was  pasture  land.     I  would  be  a  little  careful  about  putting  alfalfa 
in  the  15  acres  which  are  wet,  but  the  rest  of  it,  if  you  could  get  water 

2767  on  it,  would  grow  alfalfa.    K-268  has  a  better  soil  than  there  is  in  the 
25  acres  of  the  40  acre  tract  in  283.     That  is  my  opinion,  if  I  know 
anything  about  land.    283  has  been  used  for  grain  and  pasture,  but 
I  do  not  think  it  was  planted  this  year,  but  it  was  last  year,  I  think. 
The  soil  on  this  40  acre  tract  is  deep,  being  rather  a  grayish  loam, 
and  I  would  call  it  pretty  good,  although  it  is  not  a  particularly  pro- 
ductive soil.     That  is,  I  would  not  consider  it  a  heavy  producer,  or 
strong  soil.     I  placed  my  valuation  upon  it  with  the  understanding 

2768  that  it  would  not  be  a  particularly  productive  soil.     I  cannot  take  a 
particular  crop  and  tell  how  much  that  land  ought  to  produce  of  that 
crop.    The  amount  of  barley  with  good  tillage  depends  upon  where  it 
is,  and  on  the  season.    I  should  say  that  the  25  acres  should  produce 
from  20  to  25  sacks,  or  18  to  25  sacks  of  barley,  properly  planted  and 
well  tilled,  per  acre.     That  is  due  to  both  conditions  of  soil  and 
climate,  and  if  you  have  an  exceptional  year,  both  of  these  conditions 
must  be  just  right.     The  soil  conditions  are  not  practically  fixed,  as 
climatic  conditions  bring  about  a  better  condition,  making  a  better 
use  of  the  soil.     That  is,  the  plant  derives  certain  benefits  from  the 
atmosphere.     So  far  as  the  character  of  the  soil  is  concerned,  under 
the  right  climatic  conditions,  I  think  in  some  years  you  would  get 
a  fine  crop  off  from  it,  but  I  would  not  expect  any  more  than  from  18 

2769  to  25  sacks  of  barley  to  the  acre. 

282 ;  3  pieces.  Most  of  this  is  east  of  Oakland  Avenue  and  Santa 
Rita  Avenue ;  soil  light  gravelly  loam ;  suitable  for  grain,  but  would 
require  considerable  water  for  alfalfa.  I  think  there  is  some  heavier 
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and  lower  land  in  283 — the  143  acre  piece — than  in  the  three  282 

pieces.    The  lower  land  is  the  land  that  is  wetter,  althought  I  have  not 

seen  it  so  wet  as  to  interfere  with  its  working.    The  appearance  of  the 

land  is  that  it  is  pretty  wet.    If  that. appearance  has  not  resulted  in 

bringing  about  conditions  that  would  interfere  with  the  working  of 

the  land,  that  would  sometimes  be  of  significance,  and  in  fixing  my 

value  on  283,  I  took  into  consideration  that  although  the  land  might       2770 

have  been  worked,  that  it  might  be  wet  enough  to  prevent  the  growth 

of  a  good  crop  of  grain  on  it.    I  cannot  tell  you  whether  I  have  ever 

known  that  to  be  the  case.    I  made  a  reduction  in  its  value  because  of 

that  possibility,  but  I  do  not  know  how  much  I  reduced  its  value 

on  that  account.    Taking  it  as  a  whole,  I  would  not  say  that  the  soil 

on  283  is  the  same  as  on  the  three  282  pieces,  and  on  Q-268. 

Q-268 ;  on  the  east  side  of  Pleasanton-Santa  Rita  road,  next  to 
W.  P.  R.  R.  on  south,  and  cut  by  San  Ramon  branch  of  Southern 
Pacific ;  through  easterly  portion  soil  rather  light ;  sandy  loam  with 
some  gravel ;  not  as  good  as  land  west  of  Pleasanton.  I  do  not  think 
that  my  general  description  of  the  soils  of  those  five  tracts  is  about  the 
same.  My  description  of  the  143.14  acres  is,  all  the  40  acres  is  a  good  2771 
loam  suitable  for  grain  or  alfalfa ;  the  40  or  50  acres  in  the  southwest 
corner  is  heavy  land,  almost  adobe,  and  inclined  to  be  wet;  some 
swales  showing  gravel.  All  but  the  40  acres  is  pretty  good  loam,  but 
I  do  not  think  quite  as  good  as  Q-268,  as  it  is  further  away  from 
the  creek.  I  do  not  know  that  the  description  of  Q-268  shows  a  better 
piece  of  land  than  283. 

The  soil  on  the  three  282  's  is  light  gravelly  loam,  suitable  for  grain, 
and  would  require  considerable  water  for  alfalfa,  but  the  fact  that  it  2772 
would  require  a  good  deal  of  irrigating  is  not  a  reflection  upon  the 
productivity  of  the  soil  so  far  as  alfalfa  is  concerned,  but  it  is  for 
grain.  I  do  not  think  almost  any  kind  of  fruit  would  do  well  on  that 
land,  because  it  would  dry  out.  The  three  pieces  in  282  are  pretty 
well  surrounded  by  roads,  but  I  put  a  higher  valuation  on  Q-268 
because  it  is  close  to  town,  and  has  two  lines  of  railroad,  one  on  one 
side  and  one  on  the  other,  and  is  a  competitive  point.  That  from  a 
farmer's  standpoint  is  an  advantage.  If  I  were  carrying  on  farming 
operations,  I  would  be  tickled  to  death  to  have  my  land  cut  by  two 
railroads,  and  would  think  it  an  advantage,  even  though  there  was  no  2773 
station  on  the  land.  Q-268  I  think  is  better  ground  than  those  three 
little  pieces  in  282,  and  I  also  think  that  it  is  better  than  283  just 
north  of  it,  and  is  a  better  soil,  because  it  is  closer  to  the  main  creek, 
the  Del  Valle,  and  as  you  get  up  towards  the  Los  Positas,  and  toward 
the  Donahoe  place,  the  land  gets  pretty  wet  and  low  and  heavy.  The  2774 
143  acre  piece  in  283  is  influenced  by  that  condition.  40  or  50  acres 
in  the  northwest  corner  of  the  143  acre  piece  is  heavy  land,  almost 
adobe,  and  inclined  to  be  wet.  The  Blacow  place,  No.  281,  imme- 
diately adjoining,  which  I  valued  at  a  higher  price  than  I  have  283, 
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stands  on  a  little  elevation.    There  is  water  in  the  back  part  of  that. 

2775  283  is  wetter  and  heavier  ground,  and  takes  more  plowing  to  make  a 
crop.    I  have  seen  crops  on  that  northwest  corner,  and  I  don't  think 
they  were  as  good  as  the  crop  on  the  rest  of  the  land,  although  I  do 
not  know  whether  they  were  poor  or  good.    I  think  I  have  seen  a 
poor  crop  of  barley  on  that  northwest  corner,  but  I  cannot  tell  you 
when.     It  was  not  this  year  or  last.     I  had  nothing  to  do  with  the 
valuation  of  those  lands  before  last  year,  but  I  have  been  through 
there  many  times,  although  I  had  no  interest  in  that  land  when  I  was 
going  through.    That  land  in  through  there,  in  my  estimation,  has 

2776  always  been  too  wet  for  good  crops,  but  I  do  not  say  that  it  has  never 
had  a  good  crop  on  it,  because  you  get  some  years  that  are  just  right 
for  even  wet  land.    I  would  say  that  that  corner  of  the  Schween  prop- 
erty has  produced  poorer  crops  than  the  balance  of  it  year  in  and  year 
out.    The  rest  of  the  field  I  consider  pretty  good  land,  but  I  do  not 
know  what  it  is  worth,  separating  it  from  this  40  acres.    I  would  want 
to  think  over  that  segregation  a  little  bit.     I  have  been  thinking  it 

2777  over  for  two  years,  but  not  in  that  way  exactly.    Taking  off  that  poor 
piece  of  land,  I  do  not  think  the  remainder  of  282  is  worth  quite  as 
much  as  Q-268,  as  the  fact  that  Q-268  is  cut  by  two  railroads  would 
have  something  to  do  with  it.    So  far  as  soil  conditions  are  concerned, 
and  leaving  out  that  portion  in  the  northwest  corner  of  283,  I  do  not 
think  that  the  remainder  of  283  is  worth  as  much  as  Q-268,  referring  to 
the  soil  and  regardless  of  everything  else.    The  soil  on  Q-268  is  richer, 
and  will  produce  more  than  that  on  283.     I  think  water  might  be 
obtained  on  283  for  irrigation,  but  I  do  not  know  whether  it  can  be 
obtained  on  the  other  large  piece  of  283  lying  to  the  east  of  Q-268.    It 

2778  might,  and  it  might  not. 

I  have  had  very  little  experience,  and  do  not  know  very  much 
about  irrigating  land,  and  only  know  about  what  depth  it  would  be 
necessary  to  go  for  water  on  these  lands  from  hearsay  evidence.  I 
have  never  tried  it  myself,  but  think  that  you  would  have  to  go  quite 
a  little  ways  to  get  water  on  Q-268  and  283.  I  think  that  it  would  be 
difficult  to  get  water  for  the  irrigation  of  these  lands,  as  that  is  the 
exPerience  right  there  in  that  spot.  I  have  been  told  that  Lilienthal 
has  tried  it  near  the  Schween  land,  and  was  not  successful.  He  tried 
it  somewhere  near  the  northeast  corner  of  Q-268,  and  that  had  some 
influence  on  my  assumption  that  it  would  not  be  possible  to  get  water 
for  the  irrigation  of  those  lands.  I  would  not  base  my  judgment  on 
one  attempt,  however.  I  have  as  a  rule  assumed  that  those  lands 
could  be  irrigated,  and  if  they  could  be,  I  do  not  think  they  would 
be  worth  more  than  the  price  I  have  placed  upon  them.  I  am  not  an 
expert  on  irrigation,  but  I  take  it  for  granted  that  in  a  territory  like 
that  in  all  probability  you  could  get  water. 

97«n  l  think  that  Cr°P.S  can  be  Produced  on  i-239  without  irrigation. 

I  do  not  know  the  distance  to  the  water  table  on  i-239.     Assuming 
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that  the  two  large  Schween  pieces  are  irrigated,  and  that  the  other 
tracts  north  of  the  Arroyo  Valle  are  irrigated,  I  think  that  the  land 
north  of  the  Arroyo  Valle,  such  as  Q-268,  will  produce  more  crops  to 
the  acre  than  the  two  Schween  pieces.  The  soil  on  Q-268  I  think  is 
better  than  the  soil  on  the  two  Schween  pieces,  being  a  little  heavier, 
although  perhaps  not  deeper. 

I  criticised  the  northwest  corner  of  the  Schween  143  acre  piece 
because  it  is  too  heavy,  and  I  now  say  that  Q-268  is  a  little  stronger  2781 
soil  than  the  283  pieces.  The  color  of  the  two  Schween  pieces,  and  of 
Q-268,  is  about  the  same.  I  am  able  to  say  that  the  soil  on  268  is 
a  little  heavier  than  on  283  because  I  have  been  over  the  lands  and 
across  the  fields  several  times  when  they  have  been  freshly  plowed. 
The  further  east  you  go  there,  the  lighter  the  soil  would  be,  and  the 
heavy  soil  in  the  northwest  corner  of  the  143  acre  Schween  tract  is 
due  to  the  fact  that  you  are  getting  over  toward  the  Mocho  and  Los 
Positas,  and  the  soil  is  made  by  another  stream,  and  is  a  different 
proposition.  2782 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  OLNEY. 

I  put  the  same  value  on  the  flat  portion  of  i-239,  Map  10,  as  I  do 
on  the  adjoining  flat  land  around  it.  I  made  no  distinction.  It  is 
pretty  hard  to  say  what  proportion  of  the  tract  is  not  flat,  but  I  should 
say  about  one-third  of  it  is  in  the  hill,  but  that  depends  upon  where 
the  hill  begins  and  where  the  valley  ends.  That  is  just  an  estimate.  I 
suppose  20%  would  be  classed  as  hill  land.  2783 

Questioned  by  Master. 

It  would  depend  on  what  you  call  valley  land  and  what  I  call 
valley  land.  There  is  no  line  of  demarcation  there.  I  did  not  esti- 
mate that  accurately  when  I  arrived  at  my  figure.  I  took  $500  as  the 
prevailing  price,  and  then  said  "Here  is  a  hill  and  I  will  make  it 
$350".  I  reduced  it  $150  because  there  was  a  hill  of  different  forma- 
tion, and  naturally  of  different  elevation. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  OLNEY. 

L-239,  Map  12,  Hadsell  piece;  the  97  acres  in  walnut  I  valued 
at  $350  an  acre,  which  includes  the  value  of  the  trees,  and  I  would  2784 
put  just  the  same  value  on  it  without  the  trees.  I  would  not  say 
that  either ;  I  would  give  the  land  a  little  advantage  on  account  of  the 
trees,  and  say  $200  for  the  land  and  $150  for  the  trees,  making  the 
value  on  the  97  acres  of  walnuts  without  the  trees  $200  an  acre.  Most 
of  the  walnut  orchard  lies  immediately  to  the  east  of  the  road  leading  2785 
do\vn  to  the  water  temple.  Some  of  the  550  acres  of  gravelly  loam 
soil,  which  I  valued  at  $200  an  acre,  lies  between  Py's  Corner  and  the 
southern  boundary  of  L-239.  It  just  about  includes  all  the  land 
between  the  walnut  orchard  on  the  west,  and  the  Mission  San  Jose 
road  on  the  east,  and  County  Road  1469  on  the  north,  and  Calaveras 
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Creek  on  the  south,  and  it  also  includes  land  on  the  east  side  of  Mis- 
sion San  Jose  road.  I  have  put  a  valuation  of  $200  an  acre  on  the 
flat  farming  land  in  the  Hadsell  piece  which  lies  east  of  the  walnut 

2786  orchard.     The  land  in  the  walnut  orchard  and  toward  the  western 
end  of  the  550  acres  may  be  a  little  more  valuable  than  the  flat  level 
land  to  the  east,  but  I  doubt  if  it  is  considerable. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  also  include  in  the  550  acres  of  gravelly  loam  the  field  across  the 
creek  and  down  toward  Sunol  dam,  between  the  Alameda  Creek  and 
the  railroad  track. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  OLNEY. 

That  particular  field  I  do  not  think  is  as  good  as  the  walnut 
orchard.  I  think  the  land  in  and  about  the  walnut  orchard  is  a 

2787  little  better.    I  have  put  a  little  more  than  $200  an  acre  for  the  land 
that  is  in  the  walnut  orchard  and  in  and  about  the  cottage.    It  may 
be  a  case  of  bookkeeping,  but  it  is  there  just  the  same.     I  have 
testified  that  my  value  of  $350  an  acre  in  the  walnut  orchard  was 
$200  for  the  land  and  $150  for  the  trees,  but  I  say  this,  that  that  is 
true  if  you  split  it  up  that  way,  and  that  is  about  the  way  to  split 
it  up,  and  my  valuation  is  there  just  the  same,  and  my  total  of 
$207,267.70  would  be  the  value  of  the  Hadsell  place  with  or  without 
the  walnut  trees.    It  depends  altogether  how  you  look  at  the  walnut 
orchard  whether  I  am  placing  a  valuation  of  $350  an  acre  on  the 
land  in  the  walnut  orchard  without  the  trees  on  it ;  if  you  consider 
the  walnut  orchard  an  asset,  you  have  a  walnut  orchard  there  started 
for  $350  an  acre;  if  you  do  not  consider  it  an  asset,  you  have  the 
land  there  that  shows  that  a  young  walnut  orchard  was  planted  at 
$350  an  acre.     My  valuation  of  $350  an  acre  on  the  land  in  the 
walnut  orchard  is  with  or  without  the  walnuts.    The  walnuts,  in  my 
estimation,  cut  no  figure. 

I  do  not  think  the  land  in  the  field  immediately  east  of  the  wal- 
nut orchard,  and  as  far  up  as  the  Mission  road,  is  of  the  same  char- 
acter as  the  land  in  the  walnut  orchard  itself.  One  soil  shades  off 
into  the  other,  and  I  do  not  know  where  the  line  of  demarcation  is. 
In  connection  with  the  other  land — that  gravelly  loam  in  the  550 
acres — I  think  there  is  a  difference  in  value  of  75%  between  them. 
The  field  which  lies  immediately  to  the  east  of  the  walnut 
2789  orchard'  and  between  the  walnut  orchard  and  Mission  San  Jose 
road,  I  have  valued  at  $200,  and  the  walnut  orchard  without  the 
trees  I  have  valued  at  $350  an  acre.  There  is  such  a  difference  be- 
tween the  land  in  the  walnut  orchard  and  the  land  in  the  field 
immediately  adjoining  it,  that  I  would  reduce  the  price  on  the  field 
to  $200  an  acre,  or  if  I  did  not  reduce  it  to  $200  an  acre.  I  would 
reduce  some  of  the  550  acres  enough  to  make  up  for  it.  There  is 
a  substantial  difference  between  the  land  in  this  field  and  the  land 
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immediately  to  the  east  on  the  other  side  of  the  county  road,  as  the 
character  of  the  land  to  the  east  of  the  county  road  is  loam,  running 
into  a  light  gravelly  loam,  some  of  it  good  for  alfalfa.  There  is  a 
fair  stand  of  alfalfa  on  it  now. 

I  think  I  would  rather  have  i-239,  which  has  92  acres  in  it  at  2790 
$350,  than  92  acres  of  the  best  land  in  the  Hadsell  piece  at  the  same 
price.  I  would  rather  have  i-239  than  the  walnut  orchard,  and  you 
can  leave  the  walnut  orchard  out  entirely.  I  do  not  consider  the 
walnut  trees  on  this  particular  tract  of  land  an  asset,  but  they  are  2791 
not  much  of  a  detriment  because  it  would  not  cost  much  to  take 
them  out.  I  do  not  put  much  valuation  on  the  walnuts,  because  they 
may  grow  and  they  may  not,  and  they  may  bear  and  they  may  not. 
Leaving  the  walnuts  out  of  consideration,  I  would  rather  have  i-239 
than  92  acres  of  the  best  land  in  the  Hadsell  place,  and  the  same 
thing  would  apply  to  92  acres  in  the  field  immediately  to  the  east 
of  the  walnut  orchard. 

When  I  valued  1,020  acres  of  rolling  hills  in  the  Hadsell  piece 
as  tillable  land,  and  500  acres  of  pasture,  I  had  no  survey  of  it,  but 
simply  made  an  estimate,  and  took  out  the  lands  that  could  not  be 
cultivated.  I  would  not  say  that  the  1,020  acres  of  tillable  land 
includes  no  waste.  The  500  acres  of  untillable  land  is  made  up  of  2792 
the  amount  which  I  estimated  was  in  the  Hadsell  hills  in  the  way 
of  ravines  and  steep  lands,  and  broken  up  so  that  you  could  not 
cultivate  them  economically,  and  it  is  my  estimate  and  my  judg- 
ment that  the  1,020  acres  did  not  include  any  untillable  land.  That 
was  as  near  as  I  could  come  to  it. 

H-239 ;  high  rolling  hills,  rising  on  the  north  bank  of  Alameda 
Creek  west  of  Sunol,  to  a  height  of  1000  ft;  some  spots  could  be 
cultivated,  but  best  value  is  for  early  pasture,  for  which  it  is  well 
suited. 

There  is  quite  a  little  steep  brushy  hillside  in  that  tract,  and  2793 
the  handiest  place  would  be  down  in  the  southwest  corner.  I  gave 
no  value  to  any  portion  of  the  Stone  tract  because  of  its  tillable 
character.  It  runs  up  a  canyon,  and  there  is  some  brush  there.  I 
placed  a  valuation  of  $35  an  acre  on  that  tract,  and  I  consider  that 
comparable  with  $40  an  acre  on  the  tillable  land  in  the  Hadsell 
hills.  I  consider  the  tillable  land  in  the  Hadsell  hills  is  only  worth 
$5  an  acre  more,  because  I  consider  the  Stone  tract  was  one  of  the 
nicest  pieces  of  pasture  land  in  that  whole  range.  I  have  known  it 
for  years.  It  is  what  they  call  early  feed,  and  is  a  warm  pasture. 
The  Stone  tract  consists  of  a  hill  rising  to  something  over  1000 
feet.  The  prevailing  winds  there  are  west,  and  the  south  and  west  2794 
side  of  the  tract  is  open  and  available  to  pasture.  It  is  the  side 
that  is  the  warmest,  and  gets  the  early  feed.  There  is  plenty  of 
shelter  there  for  stock  on  that  place,  and  plenty  of  feed.  It  is  a 
nice  piece  of  pasture  land,  with  a  little  piece  of  tillable  land.  The 
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Hadsell  hill,  as  a  whole  is  not  as  good  pasture  as  the  Stone  tract. 
Some  of  them  are  pretty  nearly  as  high  in  elevation,  but  it  is  not  the 
same  land  at  all.  The  soil  on  the  Hadsell  hills  is  not  as  a  whole 

2795  better.     There  is  more  than  one  thing  that  makes  up  the  Stone 
valuation ;  it  is  the  exposure.    It  is  good  pasture,  and  handy ;  right 
near  Sunol,  and  that  particular  piece  is  worth  $35  an  acre. 

There  is  a  substantial  difference  so  far  as  pasture  goes,  between 
the  Stone  tract  and  the  Hadsell  tract,  as  there  is  a  good  deal  more 
pasture,  and  warmer  and  earlier,  and  better  pasture,  on  the  Stone 
tract  than  there  is  on  the  Hadsell  hills.  I  do  not  know  whether 
the  Stone  tract  rises  twice  as  high  as  the  Hadsell  hills  or  not,  but 
the  Hadsell  hills  are  pretty  rough,  and  I  do  not  think  the  Stone 
tract  is  rougher  and  steeper,  or  contains  a  great  deal  larger  pro- 
portion of  brushy  ravine.  There  are  no  large  brushy  steep  ravines 

2796  in  the  Hadsell  tract,  although  there  are  plenty  of  ravines. 

It  is  not  true  that  practically  all  of  the  Stone  tract,  which  is 
on  the  Sinbad  Canyon  watershed,  is  steep  and  brushy.  I  have  been 
up  on  that  land,  and  I  agree  with  you  that  there  is  a  brushy  side- 
hill  there,  but  it  does  not  cover  a  whole  lot  of  the  ground.  It  is  a 
shelter  for  the  cattle  in  that  case.  I  know  that  piece  of  ground.  The 
500  acres  which  I  valued  at  $30.00  an  acre  in  the  Hadsell  tract  is  very 
much  steeper  and  brushier,  acre  for  acre,  than  on  the  Stone  tract, 
and  it  is  covered  with  rocks.  It  does  not  produce  one  five  cent 

2797  piece  of  pasture  in  a  year. 

N-239,  Map  12;  northerly  portion  of  the  Whitman-Nusbaumer 
place;  draining  into  Laguna  Creek;  rolling  hills;  reddish  gravelly 
clay ;  good  for  hay,  grain  and  pasture ;  would  require  summer-fal- 
lowing for  best  results.  The  portion  which  drains  into  San  Antonio 
is  the  southerly  portion  of  the  Nusbaumer  place ;  plot  2  San  Antonio 
watershed;  steep  reddish  bluffs,  with  gravelly  clay  formation;  not 
as  good  as  northerly  portion,  but  taken  in  connection  therewith,  is 
worth  the  same. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

In  my  direct  examination  I  said  that  there  was  a  difference  of 
$20  an  acre  between  the  two  portions. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  OLNEY. 

Taking  it  as  a  whole,  I  valued  it  at  $50  an  acre.  I  did  that 
more  on  account  of  bookkeeping  than  anything  else.  There  is  quite 
a  bluff  coming  up  out  of  the  creek,  and  some  ravines.  There  is 
some  waste  land.  The  tillable  land  in  N-239  is  better  than  the  till- 
able hill  lands  in  the  Hadsell  tract.  They  are  more  level;  better 

2798  soil,  with  better  conditions  all  around.     The  character  of  the  soil 
in  all  the  hills  there  is  reddish  clay,  gravelly  soil,  but  in  through 
the  Whitman-Nusbaumer  tract  in  the  northern  portion  you  will 
find  some  pretty  fair  land  of  a  darker  soil  than  it  is  in  the  Hadsell 
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hills.  You  will  find  generally  through  those  hills  that  the  soil  in 
the  valleys  is  a  little  darker  than  the  soil  on  the  surface  of  the 
hills,  but  that  does  not  apply  to  the  Hadsell  place  to  the  extent  that 
it  does  in  the  Whitman- Nusbaumer  place.  There  is  pretty  nice  land 
in  there,  and  I  do  not  think  there  is  such  nice  land  in  the  Hadsell 
hills.  The  portion  of  the  land  in  N-239  which  is  not  tillable  I  would 
guess  to  be  10%  or  15%.  2799 

I  have  taken  the  tract  N-239  and  valued  it  as  a  whole  at  $50 
an  acre,  and  that  includes  from  10  to  15%  of  land  that  is  too  steep 
or  brushy  to  be  cultivated,  and  I  have  taken  1,020  acres  in  the 
Hadsell  hills,  all  of  which  is  tillable,  and  have  placed  a  valuation 
of  $40  an  acre  on  that,  but  I  do  not  think  that  if  N-239  including 
the  waste  land  is  worth  $50  an  acre,  that  the  tillable  Hadsell  hills 
without  any  waste  land  included  are  worth  more  than  $40  an  acre. 
I  think  there  is  that  much  difference  between  them,  and  I  would 
take  it  every  time. 

The  character  of  the  soil  in  the  red  hill  in  i-239  is  very  much 
the  same  as  in  the  Hadsell  hills,  and  in  the  tract  N-239.  It  would 
be  a  hard  thing  to  estimate  whether  the  soil  in  i-239  outside  of  the 
flat  valley  land  is  of  the  same  general  character  as  the  soil  in  the 
Hadsell  hills,  and  in  N-239,  as  you  cannot  tell  where  the  valley 
begins  and  the  hills  end.  Taking  out  the  flat  valley  land,  and  all 
the  red  gravelly  soil  in  i-239,  it  is  in  a  general  way  the  same  soil  2800 
as  you  find  in  the  Hadsell  hills. 

All  of  these  hills  between  the  San  Antonio  and  Pleasanton  are 
made  up  of  a  red  gravelly  soil  in  a  general  way,  and  as  a  rule,  are 
rolling  open  hills  and  steep  ravines  here  and  there,  and  compara- 
tively little  brush,  but  not  all  of  them.  There  are  exceptions  right 
where  the  Southern  Pacific  runs  through  the  Dickson  ranch.  I 
refer  to  the  Limestone  Bluff.  As  a  rule  it  is  so,  but  it  is  not  abso- 
lutely so  without  any  exception.  I  made  no  particular  effort  to 
ascertain  if  there  had  been  any  sales  of  lands  throughout  those  hills. 
There  may  have  been  some  sales  in  there  that  we  did  not  get  hold  2801 
of.  We  had  some  land  offered  us. 

Immediately  to  the  north  of  the  Hadsell  place,  and  between 
the  Vallecitos  road  and  Pleasanton  there  are  a  number  of  vineyards 
which  I  have  seen  a  great  many  times,  and  which  are  not  par- 
ticularly thrifty.  I  think  the  vineyards  to  the  east  of  Pleasanton  are 
better.  It  is  not  altogether  the  same  character  of  soil,  but  I  didn't 
examine  the  soil  to  the  east  of  Pleasanton.  I  have  been  through 
there  on  the  Vallecitos  road  50  times,  and  I  know  where  the  road 
pitches  down  into  the  valley  between  Pleasanton  and  Livermore,  and 
have  seen  the  vineyards  on  both  sides  of  the  road.  The  reddish  2802 
gravelly  clay  soil  does  not  run  down  there,  nor  on  the  hillsides 
either  there.  I  have  bten  on  the  road  that  leads  out  of  Pleasanton 
up  towards  the  Arroyo  Valle  on  the  south  side,  and  have  seen  the 
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vineyards,  and  the  vineyards  on  the  hill  are  in  better  land  I  thinkr 
as  the  land  is  stronger  and  better,  and  the  vineyards  look  better.  It 
is  the  same  range  of  hills,  but  the  hills  vary  very  much.  I  would 

2803  not  look  for  much  adobe  on  the  Hadsell  place,  except  where  it 
adjoins  on  the  Dickson  place,  as  there  is  considerable  adobe  on  the 
Dickson  ranch.    The  Hadsell  hills  are  not  as  good  as  the  hills  that 
lie  up  to  the  north  as  far  as  the  hills  around  Happy  Valley.    I  don't 
know  why  they  are  not  as  good,  but  the  fertility  is  not  there.    The 
hills  run  out  on  the  Hadsell  place.     They  are  lower  and  the  hills 
come  down  there  and  run  out.     In  some  cases  when  you  go  back 
and  higher  on  the  hills,  the  soil  is  better  than  it  is  on  the  hills  on 

2804  the  Hadsell  place.    In  this  particular  case  it  is  better. 

I  have  been  in  through  the  country  which  lies  immediately  to 
the  north  of  the  Hadsell  place  many  times,  and  have  seen  those 
vineyards  there.  I  bought  a  right  of  way  through  there,  and  looked 
over  the  Dickson  ranch.  I  went  up  there  for  different  reasons,  to 
look  up  men  or  to  look  up  values,  or  something  of  that  kind  in 
connection  with  land.  I  did  not  go  through  there  at  any  time  with 
any  idea  of  making  an  examination  into  the  fertility  of  that  par- 
ticular section  of  the  country.  I  have  always  considered  the  hills 

2805  lying  immediately  to  the  north  as  better  than  the  tillable  land  in 
the  Hadsell  hills,  and  I  think  the  crops  of  hay  were  better,  and  that 
I  had  actually  observed  that.    I  think  I  have  discussed  the  question 
with  others  as  to  whether  or  not  the  tillable  land  in  the  Hadsell 
hills  is  better  or  poorer  than  the  land  in  the  same  hills  immediately 
to  the  north.    I  had  a  condemnation  suit  with  regard  to  the  Fred- 
ericks and  Sullivan  land  that  lies  on  both  sides  of  the  Vallecitos 
road  there.    That  did  not  involve  any  of  the  land  to  the  north  of 

2806  the  Hadsell  place. 

I  do  not  know  where  what  you  call  Happy  Valley  is. 

I  know  of  people  who  would  be  very  glad  to  get  $50  an  acre 
for  tillable  land  in  those  hills,  but  I  do  not  know  of  any  sales  of 
land  immediately  north  of  the  Hadsell  tract,  or  in  or  about  N-239 
at  $50  or  below  that  an  acre.  I  have  not  heard  of  any  sales  in  that 
general  locality  for  $100  an  acre.  I  have  not  heard  of  any  sales  in 

2807  these  hills  for  less  than  $100  an  acre,  but  I  have  heard  of  people 
who  would  sell  land  for  less  than  $100  an  acre  there. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  do  not  know  of  any  sales  right  in  that  immediate  vicinity. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  OLNEY. 

I  divided  parcel  244,  on  Map  12,  into  30  acres  of  rough  hill 
pasture,  40  acres  of  rolling  hill,  and  40  acres  of  comparatively  flat 
land,  and  I  placed  a  value  of  $8  an  acre  upon  the  30  acres  of  rough 
hill  pasture.  The  40  acres  of  rolling  hills  I  valued  at  $35.  The 
balance  I  have  thrown  into  the  40  acres  of  flat  land,  and  have 
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valued  the  whole  tract  at  $11,000.     That  leaves  $9,360  for  the  40 
acres  of  flat  land,   or  approximately  $234  an  acre,  which  is  too        2808 
much.     I  think  perhaps  $11,000  is  a  little  too  much  for  the  whole 
tract.    That  is  a  pretty  liberal  figure,  and  I  consider  that  I  probably 
valued  this  particular  piece  of  property  too  high. 

Questioned  by  Master.  2809 

I  put  in  the  neighborhood  of  $200  an  acre  on  the  flat  land  in 
parcel  244. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  OLNEY. 

The  flat  land  in  the  Hadsell  piece,  immediately  east  of  the  orchard, 
in  fact  all  of  the  550  acres  of  flat  land  in  that  piece  which  I  valued 
at  $200  an  acre,  is  not  more  valuable  land  than  the  flat  land  in  244  2810 
which  I  valued  at  $200  an  acre.  The  land  in  244  is  mesa  land, 
verging  into  rolling  hills,  and  is  fully  as  strong,  if  not  stronger 
land,  than  the  Hadsell  land,  but  I  do  not  call  that  adobe.  I  do  not 
think  it  would  require  irrigation,  and  I  guess  you  could  raise  alfalfa 
if  you  had  the  water  to  put  on  it.  I  do  not  think  it  would  take  as 
much  water  there  as  in  some  other  places,  but  you  would  have  to 
pump  it  up  there.  I  would  not  raise  alfalfa  over  the  whole  thing, 
but  I  think  I  would  just  as  soon  run  the  chances  of  alfalfa  there  2811 
as  I  would  in  other  places.  I  would  say  that  land  has  possibilities 
for  raising  alfalfa.  It  may  possibly  be  valuable  for  nothing  except 
hay  and  grain,  or  possibly  orchard  land.  I  rather  doubt  whether 
it  is  worth  more  for  hay  and  grain  than  it  is  for  alfalfa.  If  I  had  2812 
that  tract  of  land,  I  would  put  a  piece  of  alfalfa  on  it.  I  would 
put  enough  on  it  to  raise  feed  for  my  stock,  as  it  is  a  pretty  fair 
proposition  to  put  alfalfa  there.  I  would  risk  35  acres  as  being 
good  alfalfa  land,  but  I  could  not  tell  whether  it  would  raise  better 
alfalfa  than  the  flat  land  in  the  Hadsell  tract.  I  would  get  my 
water  out  of  wells.  There  is  no  part  of  the  flat  land  in  the  creek 
bottom,  but  it  is  just  as  near  to  it  as  can  be,  and  I  think  you  could 
get  sub-drainage  from  the  creek  for  sub-irrigation.  You  would 
have  to  go  clear  down  to  the  level  of  the  creek  for  your  water.  It 
is  my  idea  that  this  land  is  worth  $200  an  acre,  although  in  order 
to  put  it  into  alfalfa  you  would  have  to  drill  your  well  down  to  a 
depth  that  would  correspond  with  the  water  bearing  strata  in  the 
valley,  and  pump  the  water  from  the  bottom  of  that  well  to  the 
surface  in  order  to  irrigate  the  tract.  Perhaps  I  have  made  a  mis- 
take in  putting  too  high  a  valuation  on  that.  2813 

B-268 ;  low  valley  hills  on  the  north,  with  ravines  well  wooded ; 
about  80  acres  comparatively  level  near  road ;  hill  land  reddish  clay 
loam  with  shale.  I  think  244  is  a  little  more  attractive,  although 
there  is  some  very  good  land  on  this  piece.  This  good  land  lies 
rather  higher  up.  Some  of  the  good  land  in  244  is  a  little  rolling, 
and  runs  up  into  the  hills,  and  the  good  land  in  B-268  has  its  rolling 
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character  a  little  more  accentuated,  and  it  is  all  steeper.  There  is 
less  flat  land  than  there  is  in  244.  I  do  not  think,  acre  for  acre,  that 
B-268  is  as  valuable  as  244.  I  do  not  know  whether  it  would  be 
possible  for  a  competent  appraiser  to  put  the  same  valuation  on  the 

2814  two. 

0-239,  Map  12;  there  are  several  ravines  running  up  through 
it,  but  you  could  not  cultivate  all  of  them.  There  is  considerable 
tillable  farming  land  in  this  tract,  and  a  portion  of  it  is  on  the  floor 
of  the  valley,  and  there  is  a  portion  which  is  up  above  in  the  hills. 
The  hills  are  rather  more  fertile  than  the  bottom  lands  according 
to  my  notes,  and  are  better  lands.  I  placed  a  valuation  of  $40  an 

2815  acre  on  this  whole  tract,  and  I  do  not  think  that  under  all  the  cir- 
cumstances connected  with  this  tract  that  the  hill  farming  lands 
are  worth  considerably  more  than  $40  an  acre.     I  think  I  put  too 
high  a  valuation  on  this  tract. 

P-239,  Map  13 ;  my  notes  say,  mostly  level  bench  land  with  high 
hills  on  the  south,  and  a  little  further  along  they  say,  south  end 
pasture,  only  about  100  acres.  The  100  acres,  and  the  lands  lying 
immediately  to  the  east,  and  at  the  south  end  of  Q-239  are  both 
pasture  land,  and  there  are  about  100  acres  in  each,  which  are  the 
same  character  of  land.  The  pasture  lands  at  the  south  end  of 
P-239  and  Q-239  are  better  than  those  in  W-239  lying  immediately  to 

2816  the  east.    They  are  rather  better  in  connection  with  the  rest  of  the 
land  there,  because  a  piece  of  farming  land  with  a  piece  of  pasture 
lying  up  back  of  it  makes  the  pasture  worth  a  little  more  than  it 
would  be  if  shut  off  by  itself.    I  put  my  valuation  on  W-239  in  con- 
nection with  other  land.     So  far  as  having  connection  with  other 
land  is  concerned,  I  took  it  into  consideration  in  each  case. 

The  south  end  of  P-239  and  Q-239  is  better  than  W-239.    I  have 
observed  the  vineyard  in  the  locality  of  W-239. 
Questioned  by  Master. 
I  think  it  is  over  to  the  east  of  W-239,  down  on  La  Costa  Creek. 

CROSS    EXAMINATION    BY    MR.    OLNEY. 

2817  I  think  it  is  at  the  west  end  of  V-239.    The  hills  in  the  westerly 
end  of  V-239,  W-239  and  at  the  southerly  end  of  Q-239  and  P-239 
are  to  a  certain  extent  open,  and  rather  steep,  with  a  little  brush 
coming  down  now  and  then  into  them  from  the  hills  to  the  south. 
The  hills  are  substantially  the  same.     The  southerly  100  acres  of 
P-239  I  value  at  $12.50  or  $15  an  acre,  and  the  balance  of  the  value 
would  be  in  the  lands  to  the  north  of  this  100  acres,  and  would  be 
$50  an  acre  for  360  acres,  or  $18,228.35.     That  value  is  perhaps  too 
high  figuring  it  out  that  way.    I  think  $45  for  the  whole  piece  would 
be  a  good  value  for  it. 

2818  I  have  tried  to  make  my  valuation  of  $40  an  acre  on  O-239  con- 
sistent with  the  valuations  which  I  placed  on  P-239  adjoining  it,  and 
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if  P-239  was  valued  correctly,  then  my  valuation  of  $40  on  0-239  was 
itself  correct,  and  I  think  that  is  the  way  I  report  it.  P-239  is  a 
pretty  nice  looking  piece  of  ground,  but  has  some  waste  land  on  it, 
although  it  is  not  cut  up  as  much  as  O-239.  There  is  quite  a  little 
waste  land  on  O-239. 

In  consideration  of  the  value  on  the  hill  farming  land  of  $40 
an  acre  on  0-239,  and  $50  an  acre  on  P-239,  my  valuation  of  $40  an  2819 
acre,  for  the  tillable  lands  alone,  and  without  any  waste  land  at  all 
in  the  Hadsell  hills,  is  not  too  low.  The  Hadsell  hills  are  not  more 
valuable  for  farming  land  than  the  hill  lands  in  these  two  tracts. 
P-239  gets  down  toward  the  bottom  of  the  valley. 


FORTY-FIRST  HEARING.  OCTOBER  6,  1915. 

Witness :    ISAAC  B.  PARSONS,  for  Defendant. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  OLNEY.  2823 

Parcel  267,  Map  12,  old  Blake  place.  Part  of  it  suitable  for 
summer  home.  Some  of  it  has  considerable  wood  on  it.  It  lies  in 
Alameda  Canyon,  but  I  do  not  think  that  you  could  sell  it  on  any 
scenic  value.  As  you  get  up  into  it,  you  would  get  a  good  view  from 
it,  but  not  from  the  lower  part.  The  bench  land,  where  the  old  almond 
orchard  is,  affords  a  good  view,  and  is  a  good  place  for  a  site  for  a 
house.  I  took  that  fact  into  consideration  in  making  my  valuation  2824 
of  $35  an  acre.  One  of  the  elements  that  caused  me  to  place  a  value 
of  $85  on  the  Nusbaumer  place  was  its  availability  as  a  summer  home, 
but  I  consider  the  Blake  property  worth  less  than  half  of  the  Nus- 
baumer tract.  The  Nusbaumer  tract  has  more  good  land,  is  better 
located,  and  is  more  get-at-able,  and  is  in  a  territory  used  for  summer 
and  winter  homes.  You  would  have  a  hard  time  using  the  Blake  place 
for  a  winter  home.  The  character  of  the  soil  also  entered  into  the 
valuation  of  the  Nusbaumer  place,  although  a  large  part  of  it  is  side- 
hill.  You  could  use  either  Verona  or  Sunol  as  the  railroad  station  for  2825 
both  of  these  places,  but  I  will  admit  that  Sunol  is  the  most  prominent 
station.  There  is  not  a  great  deal  of  difference  in  distance  from 
Sunol  between  the  Blake  and  the  Nusbaumer  tracts. 

There  are  country  homes  in  Sinbad  Canyon  right  back  of  Sunol, 
but  that  canyon  is  not  of  the  same  character  as  the  Alameda  Canyon, 
including  the  Blake  place.  Sinbad  Canyon  is  rather  a  brushy  canyon,  2826 
and  there  are  some  country  homes  in  there.  It  is  probably  not  much 
over  a  mile  from  the  Blake  place.  I  am  acquainted  with  the  Bright- 
side  Canyon,  which  is  rough,  and  has  a  number  of  country  homes  in 
it.  The  Blake  place  is  not  as  available  for  a  country  home,  because  it 
is  on  the  unprotected  side  of  the  canyon,  and  is  not  as  get-at-able  as 
the  other.  The  top  of  the  Blake  place  is  fully  1200  feet  high,  and  2827 
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I  would  take  that  into  consideration  if  I  were  putting  a  value  on 
it  as  a  summer  residence. 

(Counsel  for  Plaintiff  indicated  on  a  map  that  the  highest  point 

2828  in  that  locality,  which  point  is  off  the  Spring  Valley  land,  is  753  feet, 
and  that  the  bench  mark  in  the  Alameda  Creek  just  below  Sunol  is 
227  feet.) 

Questioned  by  Master. 

The  Blake  place  is  pretty  close  to  being  as  high  as  the  Stone  piece, 
which  appears  to  be  1252  feet.  I  did  not  look  it  up  on  this  map,  but  I 
remember  in  the  Western  Pacific  condemnation  suit  that  the  attorneys 
for  the  Western  Pacific  showed  that  the  Blake  place  was  1200  feet  up. 

(The  Master  here  stated  that  the  geological  map  in  evidence 
showed  that  it  is  less  than  750  ft.  in  altitude,  and  that  it  would  be 
assumed  that  that  was  the  fact;  also  that  he  felt  that  Counsel  for 
Plaintiff  could  not  get  Mr.  Parsons  to  admit  that  this  is  an  available 
site  for  a  summer  home.) 

CROSS    EXAMINATION    BY    MR.    OLNEY. 

Dr.  Mehrman  had  a  sanitarium  and  summer  home  on  the  same 

2829  side  of  the  canyon  as  the  Blake  piece,  a  little  below  it,  which  the 
Spring  Valley  purchased.    He  then  went  up  on  the  range  where  the 
Nusbaumer  land  is.    I  do  not  know  what  other  differences  in  character 
there  are  so  far  as  availability  for  summer  homes  is  concerned  between 
the  Blake  property  and  the  property  which  is  used  in  Sinbad  Canyon 
or  Brightside  Canyon  for  summer  homes.    They  are  on  opposite  sides 

2830  °f  the  canyon,  that  is  all.    I  do  not  know  what  particular  advantage 
one  canyon  would  have  over  another  for  that  purpose.     It  is  a  nice 
little,  rough,  warm  nook  to  go  to  to  get  away  from  home.     The  Ala- 
meda Canyon  is  one  of  the  localities  that  is  used  for  country  homes. 

I  do  not  think  that  parcel  228,  which  lies  immediately  next  to  267 
to  the  east,  is  available  for  country  homes,  because  it  is  steep,  and  not 
easily  get-at-able.  Both  of  these  properties  come  down  into  the  canyon 
where  they  are  in  immediate  proximity  to  the  county  road,  which 
crosses  the  creek  immediately  below  there,  and  the  Spring  Valley 

2831  Water  Co.,  owns  the  land  right  down  to  the  county  road.    These  prop- 
erties, however,  are  on  the  wrong  side  of  the  canyon,  and  I  do  not 
think  it  would  be  easy  to  make  them  perfectly  accessible,  as  the  road 
is  on  the  other  side  of  the  creek.     It  would  be  possible  to  put  in  a 
road  from  both  of  these  places  down  to  the  county  road  where  it  is 
on  the  same  side  of  the  creek,  but  it  would  be  pretty  expensive,  on 
account  of  the  nature  of  the  land.     I  presume  you  could  get  room 
enough  for  a  road  there,  but  with  the  railroad  and  a  wagon  road  it  is 

2832  a  Pretty  close  pinch  in  some  places  in  the  canyon,  although  I  think 
probably  you  could  get  a  road  in  there  all  right,     I  do  not  consider 
the  land  on  that  side  of  the  canyon  is  suitable  for  a  summer  home, 
because  it  is  on  the  wrong  side  of  the  canyon,  and  the  prevailing  winds 
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are  west  winds  which  sweep  up  the  canyon  and  catch  that  land.    I  do 
not  think  it  is  a  particularly  warm  sheltered  place  for  a  country  home. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

It  is  also  a  northern  exposure. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  OLNEY. 

I  think  the  summer  homes  in  the  Sinbad  and  Brightside  Canyons 
are  of  an  easterly  exposure.  The  rule  is  that  the  northerly  exposure 
in  the  Alameda  Canyon,  and  in  all  of  these  canyons  which  run  east 
and  west,  is  the  well  wooded  side,  but  that  side  is  not  in  all  cases  the 
more  available  and  more  valuable  for  summer  home  purposes.  2833 

Parcel  A-268,  Romaguiere  place ;  the  back  end  is  somewhat  open, 
and  there  is  a  very  nice  view  from  those  hills.  There  is  very  poor 
farming  land  in  the  piece,  and  there  is  water.  I  do  not  think  that  it 
is  particularly  available  for  a  summer  place  because  of  the  fact  that 
it  commands  a  beautiful  view.  The  Nusbaumer  place  has  an  advan- 
tage over  that  due  to  its  accessibility.  It  looks  out  over  the  Pleas- 
anton  country,  and  the  Livermore  and  Altamont  hills.  I  do  not  think 
you  get  the  same  view  from  the  Romaguiere  place.  The  Altamont 
hills  form  an  attractive  background.  2834 

V-239 ;  cut  in  the  west  by  Indian  Creek,  the  banks  of  which  are 
steep  and  rough ;  trees  on  the  east ;  the  hills  are  somewhat  open ;  poss- 
ibly tillable ;  better  for  pasture ;  the  usual  clay  and  shale  soil  prevails. 
Most  of  it  is  available  for  pasture,  but  it  is  not  of  the  best.  The  por- 
tion that  is  covered  with  heavy  brush  is  available  for  pasture  if 
anything,  but  it  makes  poor  pasture.  I  think  there  is  black  chaparral 
brush  on  that  parcel,  which  has  almost  no  value  at  all,  but  if  it  has 
any  value  it  must  be  in  the  way  of  pasture.  I  should  say  that  more  2835 
than  half  of  that  section  is  occupied  by  brush  of  that  character,  so 
that  it  is  practically  not  available  even  for  pasture. 

Z-239 ;  immediately  to  the  north ;  the .  black  chaparral  sidehill 
from  Section  21  extends  into  20;  the  portion  north  of  the  creek  is 
rolling  hill  pasture,  in  16,  and  steeper  hill  pasture  in  17.  I  do  not 
think  that  the  land  between  the  forks  of  the  creek  forming  the  southern 
portion  of  this  parcel  is  steep,  but  open  pasture  land.  Down  at  the 
very  junction  it  may  be,  but  it  is  my  best  recollection  that  it  is  not. 
The  land  in  16  is  fairly  open  pasture,  and  would  grow  pretty  fair  feed. 
I  have  seen  it  when  it  didn't  have  feed  on  it,  and  I  have  also  seen  it 
with  feed  on  it.  I  admit  that  it  will  grow  good  feed,  but  there  is  not  2836 
good  feed  on  it  at  all  seasons  of  the  year.  I  have  seen  it  when  the 
feed  was  pretty  short,  although  I  do  not  know  whether  it  had  been 
fed  off.  I  guess  it  had  not  grown.  I  do  not  consider  that  Z-239  is 
more  valuable  per  acre  than  V-239.  I  think  it  would  be  about  the 
same. 

X-239 ;  plenty  of  chaparral  and  deep  brush  in  there,  but  I  rather 
doubt,  taking  it  acre  for  acre,  that  there  is  less  open  land  upon  this 
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land  than  there  is  on  Z-239.  To  a  certain  extent  their  value  depends 
upon  the  amount  of  open  pasture  land,  but  it  also  depends  upon  the 
accessibility  and  water  conditions,  and  I  think  some  of  them  are 

2837  better  than  others.    I  should  look  for  the  water  to  last  longer  in  V-239 
than  in  Z-239  and  X-239.     I  think  you  would  get  water  in  any  of 
them  in  ordinary  years,  but  you  would  have  some  trouble  up  San 
Antonio  Creek.    As  they  are  in  one  ownership,  the  question  of  water 
would  cut  no  figure  between  them,  because  whatever  water  is  on  one 
is  available  to  any  cattle  running  on  the  others.     The  market  value 
of  these  particular  parcels  of  land  is  not  determined  very  largely  by 
the  proportion  which  each  has  of  open  pasture  land.     The  market 
value  is  the  price  the  land  will  be  sold  at  in  open  market,  and  I  do  not 
think  any  man  would  go  up  there  and  figure  out  just  how  many  acres 

2838  of  open  pasture,  and  how  many  acres  of  chaparral  there  were. 

U-239 ;  I  put  a  valuation  of  $8  an  acre  on  that  because  that  section 
is  largely  occupied  on  the  west  side  by  a  brushy,  steep  ravine,  which 
made  it  unavailable  for  anything.  It  had  no  value  at  all  across  the 
creek,  and  the  land  would  have  been  better  off  without  it.  In 
arriving  at  the  market  value  of  this  land,  I  did  not  consider,  acre 
for  acre,  the  comparative  amount  of  open  pasture  land  which  the 
parcel  contained. 

2839  Referring  to  the  sale ;  Kate  Dillon  to  Peter  Moy,  October  5,  1910, 
in  Section  11,  Township  4  South,  Range  3  East,  for  $7.50  an  acre; 
that  is  open  pasture  land,  not  particularly  steep,  with  some  brush.    It 
is  not  particularly  rugged  or  rocky,  but  there  are  some  rocks.    In  the 

2840  northwest  corner  of  this  section  is  a  peak  2,952  feet  high,  and  the 
summit  of  the  ridge  between  the  drainage  into  the  Livermore  Valley 
and  into  San  Antonio  runs  right  through  the  middle  of  this  section. 
It  did  not  strike  me  as  a  very  bad  section.     The  particular  section 
which  I  saw,  drained,  I  think,  to  the  east  into  San  Joaquin  Valley. 
I  do  not  think  that  this  section  rises  very  steeply  and  is  considerably 
cut  with  ravines.    Because  the  ridge  runs  through  it.  is  no  indication 

2841  that  it  is  particularly  steep.     I  have  never  looked  the  section  up  on 
the  geological  map.     I  am  still  of  the  opinion  this  section  has  the 
market  value  and  is  as  valuable  as  the  Arroyo  Valle  lands  owned  by 
the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.    I  do  not  know  what  the  height  of  the 
Arroyo  Valle  land  is  as  compared  with  this  particular  section,  and 
that  would  not,  in  my  estimation,  be  a  very  material  factor  in  deter- 
mining the  value  of  the  property.     In  Calaveras  the  high  lands  are 
not  worth  as  much  as  the  low  lands,  but  the  same  rule  would  not 
apply  here  altogether,  as  it  is  a  different  character  of  land. 

Referring  to  Map  14,  and  leaving  out  parcels  N-268  and  247 
my  value  of  all  the  Arroyo  Valle  lands  is  $9.61  an  acre,  as  of  Decem- 
ber 31,  1913.    Even  though  this  Section  11  sold  for  $7.50  an  acre  in 
'10,  I  do  not  think  that  my  average  valuation  an  acre  for  lands  in 
<M±Z      the  Arroyo  Valle  is  too  low. 
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Mr.  Patterson  owns  the  land  immediately  to  the  west  of  Sections 
1,  2  and  11,  in  Township  4  South,  Range  2  East,  and  also  the  land 
which  is  on  the  other  side  of  the  creek  from  parcel  247,  known  as  2843 
the  Cresta  Blanca  piece.  I  did  not  inquire  from  him  what  he  would 
sell  that  land  for,  and  had  no  information  that  he  was  holding  those 
lands  down  in  the  creek,  and  particularly  the  lands  immediately  oppo- 
site 247,  for  a  very  much  higher  price.  Any  negotiations  that  he  had 
with  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  concerning  those  lands  was  not 
discussed  between  us. 

M-239,  Map  15 ;  De  Saissett  place ;  in  the  San  Antonio  watershed  2844 
there  were  400  acres  of  farming  land,  including  the  bottom  lands 
above  the  dam  site,  which  I  valued  at  $40  an  acre ;  total  $16,000 ;  and 
also  there  were  659  acres  of  pasture,  valued  at  $20  an  acre,  or  $13,180. 
In  the  Alameda  watershed  were  300  acres  of  gravel  land  valued  at 
$50  an  acre,  or  $15,000,  and  250  acres  of  bottom  farming  land  at  $150 
an  acre,  or  $37,500,  and  250  acres  of  hill  farming  land  at  $40  an  acre, 
or  $10,000.  There  were  1,455.04  acres  of  pasture  valued  at  $20  an 
acre,  or  $29,100.80.  My  total  of  the  two  is  $120,780.80.  To  get  the 
acreages  of  these  various  segregations,  we  had  a  rough  survey  made  of 
the  creek  bottom,  and  the  creek  farming  lands,  and  taking  that  out, 
we  estimated  on  the  balance  as  near  as  we  could  get  at  it.  My  dif- 
ferentiation between  the  hill  farming  land  and  the  pasture  was  simply 
an  estimate  which  I  made  upon  looking  the  property  over,  and  that  2845 
estimate  included  such  portions  of  this  particular  tract  as  lies  in  the 
valley  of  the  San  Antonio  Creek.  Wherever  there  was  any  expanse 
of  creek  gravel,  or  any  expanse  of  farming  land,  the  surveyors  took 
that  in.  I  think  they  also  ran  their  survey  along  the  foothills  to  take 
in  the  comparatively  flat  farming  land.  The  figures  given  me  from 
the  survey  were  the  creek  bottom  farming  lands,  and  the  creek  bottom 
gravel  acreages,  and  the  balance  of  the  farming  land  was  650  acres, 
and  that  includes  the  portion  of  the  De  Saissett  tract  north  of  the 
creek,  and  wherever  there  is  any  south  of  the  creek  as  well.  I  do  not  2846 
think  that  in  the  whole  piece,  outside  of  the  bottom  lands  along  the 
Calaveras  Creek  that  there  were  more  than  650  acres  of  farming  land, 
and  I  went  over  that  pretty  carefully.  I  think  I  am  reasonable  in 
my  estimate  of  650  acres  of  farming  land  in  that  entire  tract.  That 
is  quite  a  good  deal  of  farming  land,  and  then  you  take  out  the  creek 
bottom,  and  the  creek  farming  land,  which  makes  550  more.  The  2847 
farming  land  taken  out  in  that  way  is  that  which  lies  along  the  Cala- 
veras Creek ;  the  land  in  the  De  Saissett  tract,  which  lies  in  the  San 
Antonio  Creek  Valley,  is  included  in  my  estimate  of  650  acres,  and  I 
do  not  think  that  my  estimate  is  low.  I  think  I  was  liberal.  The  hill 
farming  land  in  this  tract  I  valued  at  $40  an  acre,  but  the  hill 
farming  lands  in  the  Hadsell  tract  are  not  worth  considerably  more. 

I  put  the  level  land  in  at  $150  an  acre ;  the  220  acres  at  $40  an       2g4g 
acre ;  the  200  acres  at  $8  an  acre ;  and  on  that  basis  it  figures  out 
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about  $41.50.    I  forgot  just  how  I  came  at  that  other  figure,  but  I 
think  it  was  a  little  less  than  $41,  and  so  I  just  called  it  $41. 

Parcel  264;  on  the  west  bank  of  Alameda  Creek.  G  contains 
considerable  fairly  good  land,  though  gravelly;  the  balance  of  G, 
and  all  of  F,  lies  up  high  on  a  steep  sidehill  covered  with  brush  and 
trees;  small  run-down  orchard  on  G.  I  think  the  steep  hillsides  in 

2849  F,  and  a  portion  of  G  differ  from  the  steep  hillsides  at  the  south- 
ern end  of  C-268.    I  would  say  the  character  of  the  country  in  C- 
268  is  worse  than  in  264.    I  think  the  hills  are  worse.     As  you  go 
south,  the  hills  are  pretty  rough,  but  I  never  thought  of  it  in  that 
way  exactly.     Some  of  the  hills  immediately  next  the  creek  are 
rough,  and  comparatively  open  on  top,  and  that  is  generally  true 
through  that  country  after  you  get  up  500  to  800  feet.    You  might 

2850  Say  there  is  a  little  corner  in  C-268  that  runs  up  pretty  well,  and  is 
a  little  more  open  than  on  264,  but  it  is  pretty  rough.     I  do  not 
think  it  is  a  fact  that  the  rough  lands  in  C-268  are  not  as  rough  as 
those  in  264.    There  is  more  rough  land  in  proportion  in  264  than 
in  C-268. 

D-268;  up  on  Mission  Peak  .range,  with  slopes  into  Haynes 
Gulch  and  Alameda  Creek;  very  steep,  deep  gulches  on  north  and 
west  part  of  ranch.  Some  100  acres  could  be  cultivated,  but  bet- 
ter used  as  pasture ;  light  soil  and  shale  rock  which  shows  on  sur- 
face. I  valued  that  at  $30  an  acre,  which  I  think  is  a  fair  valuation. 
It  may  be  that  I  put  too  much  of  a  value  on  this  parcel,  but  I  would 
not  admit  that  I  put  too  little  on  C-268,  as  I  think  I  gave  that  a 
pretty  liberal  valuation.  I  do  not  think  that  the  farming  lands  in 

2851  the  De  Saissett  hills  are  worth  $30  an  acre  more,  taken  as  a  whole, 
than  D-268.    I  would  consider  the  best  use  to  which  D-268,  valued 
at  $30  an  acre,  could  be  put,  is  for  pasturage,  but  there  is  land  there 
that  you  could  raise  hay  on.    I  put  the  valuation  on  it  based  on  the 
fact  that  it  was  better  for  pasture,  but  keeping  in  mind  that  there 
was  some  land  that  could  be  and  had  been  cultivated  to  hay.   There 
is  a  road  that  runs  through  it,  and  there  is  plenty  of  water  there, 
and  I  think  you  could  sell  that  land  quicker  than  you  could  the  De 
Saissett  land,  because  it  is  get-at-able.     It  is  the  Mission  Peak  road 
that  runs  through  one  corner  of  it.    It  has  not  a  great  many  other 
attractive  features,  and  I  think  that  my  valuation  of  $30  an  acre 
is  all  right.    I  do  not  think  that  if  this  piece  was  worth  $30  an  acre, 

9ft^9      that  °"268  is  W0rth  twice  as  mich'  but  taking  them  all  in  all    I 
'»5W      would  say  there  is  a  difference  of  only  $10  an  acre  between  the  two 
pieces. 

Parcel  285,  Map  15;  rough,  broken  land,  on  the  east  side  of 
Mission  Peak  down  to  Alameda  Creek;  some  25  or  40  acres  on  top 
can  be  farmed;  15  or  20  acres  of  bench  land  along  creek  can  be 
farmed  to  hay;  balance  steep  and  brushy.  The  bench  land  is 
fairly  good  land,  and  the  25  to  40  acres  on  top  is  about  like  most 

760 


SPRING  VALLEY  WATER  CO.  VS.  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OP  SAN  FRANCISCO 

of  that  land  up  on  top  there.  The  balance  of  the  tract  is  brushy, 
and  I  should  say  rather  steeper,  although  of  similar  character  to 
the  lands  adjoining.  I  do  not  know  that  it  is  any  steeper  than  the 
portion  of  D-268  which  projects  into  it.  The  rough  lands  on  D-268 
are  about  the  same  character.  The  100  acres  in  D-268  which  could 
be  cultivated  are  up  at  the  top,  and  I  think  that  some  of  it  is  a  little 
better  than  some  other  of  it,  but  it  is  about  the  same  character  of  2854 
land  as  the  tops  of  the  ridges  through  there  generally.  It  would 
be  pretty  hard  cultivating  that  100  acres,  as  it  is  rather  steep  to 
cultivate  successfully,  and  it  would  make  better  pasture.  I  put  a 
valuation  of  $20  an  acre  on  285  because  the  bulk  of  it  is  rather  an 
unaccessible  piece  of  ground.  I  do  not  think  it  is  of  the  general 
character  as  the  bulk  of  D-268,  which  I  valued  at  $30  an  acre.  The 
mountain  road  runs  right  through  D-268  in  the  upper  part. 

The  road  up  the  Alameda  Creek  valley  runs  along  285,  but  I  do 
not  think  that  access  by  means  of  this  road  is  very  much  better 
than  by  means  of  the  Mission  Peak  road.  In  the  summer  time  the 
road  up  Alameda  Creek  is  all  right,  but  in  the  winter  time,  I  think  2855 
a  great  part  of  the  time  it  would  be  impossible  to  get  in  there,  on 
account  of  the  floods  in  Alameda  and  San  Antonio  Creeks.  The 
people  who  live  in  there  get  in  and  out  during  the  winter  on  horse- 
back. There  is  a  bridge  across  the  Alameda  Creek  immediately 
above  this  property,  and  it  was  possible  to  get  access  to  Parcel  285 
by  means  of  that  bridge  at  any  time  of  the  year.  In  fixing  my  valua- 
tion of  $20  an  acre  on  285,  I  assumed  that  it  was  not  possible  to  get 
into  it  at  times  during  the  winter,  as  you  have  to  cross  the  San  An- 
tonio Creek  there,  and  I  do  not  think  anybody  would  want  to  cross 
the  San  Antonio  Creek  in  the  winter  time  after  any  kind  of  a  rain. 

I  do  not  know  that  the  road  from  Sunol  to  the  Calaveras  dam 
is  used  during  the  entire  year,  and  the  bridge  that  you  speak  of  2856 
was  washed  out  in  1914.  I  do  not  know  that  that  was  about  the 
time  that  the  bridge  at  Niles  over  the  Alameda  Creek  was  washed 
out,  but  there  are  several  bridges  that  have  a  pretty  hard  time  get- 
ting along  on  Alameda  Creek. 

Parcel  D-268  and  parcel  285  are  two  different  propositions. 
The  portion  in  the  northern  part  of  285  is  a  very  brushy  piece  of 
sidehill,  and  that  is  about  all  you  can  say  for  it.  It  is  of  about  the 
same  character  as  the  large  portion  of  D-268,  which  projects  into 
285. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  think  there  is  more  brush  in  285  proportionately  than  in  D-268. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  OLNEY. 

I  do  not  think  that  I  testified  that  each  parcel  had  about  one- 
third  tillable  land.  I  testified  that  there  were  about  100  acres  in 
D-268,  which  is  about  a  third.  I  could  not  tell  how  much  there  was  2857 
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in  285  without  looking  at  my  notes.  According  to  my  notes  there 
are  40  to  60  acres  of  tillable  land  in  285,  which  makes  more  than, 
one-third  tillable  land.  I  do  not  know  that  that  tillable  land  is  more 
valuable  than  any  of  the  tillable  land  in  D-268.  The  15  to  20  acres 
of  bench  land  along  the  creek  is  pretty  fair  land,  but  I  think  there 
is  land  on  D-268  which  will  raise  just  as  good  a  crop,  and  maybe 
better.  Taking  the  entire  100  acres  of  D-268,  it  would  be  a  better 
pasture  proposition  than  to  split  it  up  into  some  farming  and  some 

2858  pasture.    The  market  value  of  the  bench  land  along  the  creek  is 
probably  a  little  better  than  the  tillable  top  land.    I  account  for  my 
value  of  $20  an  acre  on  285,  and  $30  an  acre  on  D-268,  because  when 
you  come  to  parcel  285,  if  a  man  lived  at  the  top  of  the  ranch  he 
would  have  to  go  clear  to  the  bottom  to  cultivate  the  15  or  20  acres 
along  there  and  if  he  lived  at  the  bottom  of  the  ranch  he  would  have  to 
climb  to  the  top  to  farm  that  part,  and  between  the  two,  he  would 
either  leave  one  or  the  other  without  cultivation.  I  think.    If  he 
cultivated  the  bottom  land,  and  ran  his  stock  on  the  top  land,  then 
it  would  be  nothing  but  pasture  land  on  top.    I  consider  the  inac- 

2859  cessibility  of  285  would  make  the  difference  between  the  two  tracts. 

Referring  to  parcel  250;  I  do  not  think  that  the  west  side  of 
the  Calaveras  Creek  is  all  just  about  the  same,  and  there  is  a  dif- 
ference between  the  steep  and  brushy  portions  of  Section  11  in 
parcel  250.  and  the  west  side  of  the  Calaveras  Creek  to  the  north 
of  this  parcel.  I  think  in  Section  11  there  is  more  open  land  be- 

2860  yond  there  than  in  Section  10.    In  a  way,  the  west  side  of  the  creek 
in  Section  3,  Map  15,  is  of  the  same  general  character,  but  there  is 
more  open  land  in  Section  11.    The  sidehill  on  285.  and  D-268,  are 
not  of  the  same  character  as  in  250,  because  I  should  say  they  are 
more  broken  in  those  two  parcels.    They  are  just  about  as  brushy. 
The  land  on  the  east  side  of  Calaveras  Creek  through  this  locality 
is  all  about  the  same,  steep  hillside  with  some  brush,  but  compara- 
tively open,  and  pretty  fair  pasture.    I  do  not  think  that  my  valua- 

2861  tion  of  $12.50  an  acre  on  the  land  in  Section  11  is  too  low  as  com- 
pared with  the  valuation  of  $30  an  acre  on  D-268,  and  $20  an  acre 
on  285.    Section  11  is  more  broken  up.  and  the  land  that  you  could 
really  cultivate  would  be  in  spots,  and  a  small  part  of  the  whole 
piece.     I  testified  that  the  lands  in  the  neighborhood  of  Haynes 
Gulch,  and  north  thereof  in  D-268  and  285  are  more  broken  than 
the  lands  on  the  west  side  of  the  Calaveras  Creek  and  to  the  south, 
but  I  am  talking  now  about  the  land  to  be  cultivated,  arid  you  have 
the  creek  running  through  that  land  there,  and  you  have  a  road 
running  through  it,  and  it  is  more  or  less  broken  up.    It  would  be 
pretty  hard  to  pick  out  the  land  you  are  going  to  cultivate  and  have 
it  in  one  or  two  fields.    The  road  through  Section  11  was  not  a 
Letriment.  except  for  cultivation,  as  it  splits  it  up.     The  two  rail- 
roads through  Q-268  in  Pleasanton  are  very  advantageously  located. 
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Referring  to  the  portion  of  250  which  lies  in  Section  4,  Map  15, 
and  which  I  have  valued  at  $10  an  acre  as  against  $30  an  acre  on  2862 
D-268  immediately  to  the  north ;  that  is  about  as  rough  as  the  rough- 
est of  D-268,  and  is  a  pretty  rough  piece  of  ground.  My  notes  show 
it  just  about  as  I  have  stated  it ;  a  rough  piece  of  sidehill  land  south 
of  Haynes  Gulch,  badly  broken,  and  covered  with  all  kinds  of  brush ; 
the  tops  of  hills  instead  of  affording  the  usual  pasture  land,  have 
little  on  them  but  sagebrush;  considerable  sandstone  in  the  south- 
east quarter.  I  did  not  mean  there  that  because  of  the  presence  of 
the  sagebrush  these  lands  are  of  little  use,  but  meant  that  that  was 
about  all  we  found  growing  there.  Oftentimes  if  you  find  sage- 
brush, you  find  no  pasture,  and  I  think  that  would  almost  be  a  uni-  2863 
versa!  rule.  If  I  had  to  buy  this  piece,  I  think  my  value  would  be 
too  high. 

223,  Map  16;  I  do  not  think  that  this  parcel  is  more  valuable 
than  the  portion  of  Section  4  in  parcel  250,  which  I  valued  at  $10 
an  acre.  When  I  saw  it,  that  portion  of  Section  4  in  parcel  250  had  2864 
practically  no  value  even  for  pasture,  whereas  there  is  a  very  small 
portion  of  this  parcel,  223,  that  has  good  pasture,  but  it  is  just  about 
as  rough  a  section  as  you  can  find.  There  is  very  little  pasture  on 
the  portion  up  on  the  Mount  Day  road  on  the  east  side  of  the  Calav- 
eras  Creek.  There  is  clover  there,  but  Section  13  is  a  rough  section, 
and  I  think  is  rougher  than  parcel  258  which  immediately  adjoins  it. 
223  is  steeper  than  258,  I  think,  on  both  sides  of  Alameda  Creek.  I 
think  223  is  rougher,  and  I  think  that  one  is  possibly  twice  as  valu-  2865 
able  as  the  other. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  do  not  think  I  put  double  tne  value  on  it.    I  put  $8  on  one, 
and  $15  on  the  other.    258  is  a  better  piece  than  223. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  OLNEY. 

Parcel  225 ;  the  120  acre  piece  alpng  the  west  side  of  Section  13 
is  rough  land.  There  is  an  old  road  that  came  around  that  hill  the  2866 
other  way;  then  they  built  a  new  road,  and  that  goes  into  the  little 
swale  that  runs  up  into  14.  This  120  acres  is  steep  land,  and  broken 
by  ravines.  It  is  not  particularly  good  for  pasture,  but  would  work 
in  with  some  other  land  probably,  and  pasture  would  be  about  the 
only  thing  it  would  be  good  for.  In  connection  with  the  other  land, 
I  put  a  valuation  of  $10  an  acre  upon  it,  but  I  should  say  by  itself 
that  it  was  worth  about  $7.50  an  acre. 

I  do  not  consider  that  Section  13,  parcel  223,  on  the  east  side 
of  Calaveras  Creek,  is  worth  more  than  50  cents  an  acre  more  than       £867 
this  120  acres.    It  is  pretty  steep  and  high  in  there.    I  did  not  mean 
to  say  that  the  Mount  Day  road  runs  through  Section  13  and  parcel 
223,  but  it  runs  to  it.    The  high  portions  of  223  are  the  valuable       2868 
portions,  but  there  is  very  little  of  it ;  there  is  the  southeast  quarter 
of  the  southwest  quarter  of  Section  13. 
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The  north  half  of  Section  24  immediately  south  of  Section  13, 
is  a  pretty  good  section,  and  I  think  it  better  than  the  80  acres  in 
the  south  half  of  Section  13,  parcel  225. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  value  that  80  acres  in  Section  13  at  about  $15  an  acre. 

2869  CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  OLNEY. 

I  placed  a  valuation  of  $20  an  acre  on  the  north  half  of  Sec- 
tion 24,  and  on  that  basis  I  think  that  the  80  acres  of  Section  13 
are  worth  only  $15  an  acre.  I  think  that  this  80  acres  is  of  about 
the  same  value  per  acre  as  parcel  258.  The  80  acre  tract  is  open 
hill  land,  not  so  very  steep,  and  traversed  by  the  Mount  Day  road, 
whereas  parcel  258  has  no  dense  brush,  and  is  as  good  ground  as 
the  best  of  Section  13.  It  is  a  pretty  good  piece  of  ground. 

Referring  to  the  160  acres  in  parcel  225  in  the  north  half  of 
Section  23;  that  piece  contained  quite  a  little  flat  valley  land,  a 
part  of  which  was  pretty  good  land  before  it  was  washed  in  the 
operations  in  conjunction  with  the  Spring  Valley  dam.  The  80  acres 
lying  to  the  west  was  steep  and  brushy,  and  I  valued  that  at  about 
$10  an  acre.  The  160  acre  tract — the  140  acres  of  it — I  valued  at 

2870  $75  to  $100  an  acre,  as  that  is  about  all  the  flat  land  there  is  in  it. 
There  is  a  little  flat  land  right  south  of  the  northeast  quarter  of  the 
northeast  quarter  of  23,  but  when  I  go  into  the  northeast  quarter 
of  the  northeast  quarter,  the  west  boundary  of  it  comes  pretty  near 
up  to  your  contour  line,  and  that  is  about  300  feet  up  in  the  air, 
and  then  you  are  getting  away  up  on  the  sidehill;  if  you  take  the 
40  acres,  you  could  take  perhaps  the  east  half  of  the  northeast 
quarter.     It  would  contain  about  the  same  acres.     The  balance  of 
the  160  acres  I  should  say  would  be  valued  at  about  $15  an  acre. 

2871  This  balance  of  the  160  acres  is  fairly  open,  rolling  hills,  with  trees. 
The  northwest  quarter  of  the  southeast  quarter  is  rolling  hill  land, 
but  pretty  brushy.    Parcel  258  compared  with  this  is  about  the  same 
so  far  as  brush  goes,  although  I  think  it  is  a  little  worse  on  this 
side. 

2872  The  south  half  of  this  quarter  section  contains  very  consid- 
erable flat  land,  and  I  value  that  very  much  higher  than  $15  an 
acre.    I  do  not  think  that  the  whole  120  acres  is  worth  more  than 
$15  an  acre,  for  if  you  go  on  the  ground,  you  will  find  that  that  land 
goes  up  pretty  steep,  and  although  the  contour  gives  you  the  im- 
pression that  everything  inside  the  contour  is  level  land,  you  will 
find  that  the  marks  are  away  up  on  the  hill.     The  80  acres  does  not 
extend  clear  across  the  valley  there.    I  think  I  said  in  my  descrip- 
tions that  instead  of  40  acres  in  the  northeast  quarter,  you  could 

28_  take  the  east  half  of  the  east  half  of  the  northeast  quarter,  but  it 
would  be  40  acres  just  the  same.  It  might  fit  the  conditions  there 
a  little  better  to  take  the  strip  in  the  east  half  of  the  east  half  of 
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the  northeast  quarter.  On  that  east  half  I  put  a  valuation  of  from 
$75  to  $100  an  acre.  The  square  lines  don't  fit  out  in  there  just 
right.  A  large  portion  of  the  flat  land  to  the  west  of  this  40  acre 
piece  which  I  have  described  as  the  east  half  of  the  east  half  of  this 
particular  quarter  section  contains  a  large  wash  that  has  been  made 
in  the  operations  of  the  creek.  The  wash  is  not  flat  land  by  any 
means. 

Referring  to  the  portion  of  225  which  is  in  Section  14,  I  think 
very  little  of  that  could  be  farmed. 

Questioned  by  Master.  2874 

I  should  say  10%  of  it  could  be  farmed,  which  would  be  about 
60  acres. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  OLNEY. 

There  is  on  this  piece  the  open  land  which  lies  on  both  sides  of 
the  present  road  from  Sunol  to  Calaveras.  There  is  some  tillable 
land  in  there  by  the  road,  but  I  would  not  put  over  $25  or  $30  an 
acre  on  that. 

The  tillable  portion  of  this  Section  14  is  not  worth  more  per 
acre  than  D-268,  which  I  valued  simply  for  pasture  throughout. 
D-268  is  better  for  pasture,  and  I  think  that  this  is  too. 

Referring  to  parcel  295,  and  comparing  it  with  my  description  of 
the  land  in  Section  4,  parcel  250,  which  I  valued  at  the  same  price,  2875 
$10  an  acre;  I  do  not  think  that  295  is  very  much  more  valuable. 
There  was  a  man  who  lived  on  this  parcel  295  at  one  time,  and  en- 
deavored to  make  a  living  off  of  it,  but  I  cannot  say  whether  any  man 
would  try  to  make  a  living  off  that  land  in  Section  4.  There  is  some 
open  land  in  295,  but  it  is  rough  land,  and  I  would  not  say  that  most 
of  it  is  open.  2876 

Open  land  is  open  pasture  land,  and  land  that  has  soil  on  it  that 
raises  feed.  I  do  not  think  the  Jacobson  land  should  be  classed  as 
open  land  so  far  as  pasture  is  concerned,  because  there  is  very  little 
soil  there.  It  has  some  value  for  pasture  land,  and  it  has  a  very 
small  portion  of  tillable  land  in  it;  about  enough  for  a  saddlehorse 
probably.  This  other  land  is  not  very  good  pasture,  but  I  think  it  is 
just  as  good  pasture  as  the  Jacobson  land.  I  described  it  as  "  a  rough 
piece  of  sidehill  land,  badly  broken  up  and  covered  with  brush;  the  2877 
tops  of  hills  instead  of  affording  the  usual  pasture  land  has  very  little 
use  on  account  of  sagebrush",  because  that  is  the  way  I  found  it.  I 
don't  consider  it  real  good  pasturage,  but  it  is  handy,  being  close  to 
the  road.  The  Jacobson  land  is  off  Alameda  Creek,  and  you  cannot 
get  to  it  in  the  winter-time.  I  do  not  remember  testifying  that  that 
portion  of  Section  4  which  I  valued  at  $10  an  acre  was  practically 
valueless,  and  did  not  have  any  value.  It  has  a  value  of  $10.  That 
is  what  I  put  on  it.  Perhaps  I  did  say  that  $10  is  too  high.  I  have  2878 
my  doubts  about  it,  but  I  would  rather  have  my  valuation  stand  than 
to  correct  it. 
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I  could  not  answer  right  off  the  reel  as  to  where  the  richest  lands 
in  Calaveras  Valley  are.  I  should  say  that  if  the  county  road  from 
Milpitas  which  comes  down  into  the  valley  were  extended  across  the 
valley,  that  the  lands  to  the  north  thereof  would  be  more  valuable 
as  a  general  rule  than  the  lands  that  lie  to  the  south,  being  more 
fertile. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  should  say  the  rich  valley  lands  are  north  of  parcel  331. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  OLNEY. 

The  land  in  parcel  331  I  would  not  consider  as  valuable  as  the 
same  flat  valley  land  in  330.  I  remember  the  orchard  near  the  creek 
with  the  big  sycamore  tree  by  the  house.  The  land  in  and  about  that 

2879  orchard  is  pretty  much  the  same  kind  of  land  as  that  in  330.    Some  of 
it  is  a  little  better  than  other  parts.    I  remember  the  field  which  runs 
between  the  road  along  the  boundary  line  between  the  John  Sherman 
piece,  parcel  330,  and  the  Sam  Sherman  piece,  331,  and  the  orchard  on 
the  Campbell  place,  321.    That  is  a  good  field.    It  is  pretty  much  the 
same  thing  as  the  land  in  the  orchard  or  the  valley  land.     The  flat 
valley  land  in  and  of  itself  in  that  section  is  not  all  the  same.     The 

2880  land  south  of  the  road  entering  the  valley  from  Milpitas,  called  the 
Sam  Sherman  piece,  is  of  less  value  than  that  to  the  north.     In  a 
general  way,   there  is  a  variation  in   the   character   of   the  valley 
land  to  the  north  of  the  road  which  I  spoke  of.    The  Harris  and  Ham 
places,  which  are  324  and  323,  are  about  the  same  as  the  Campbell 
place,  referring  to  the  flat  valley  land  only. 

The  Gaines  place,  parcel  325;  the  land  in  and  about  the  prune 
orchard  is  good  land,  and  speaking  of  the  flat  valley  land  there,  it 
would  be  about  the  same  as  that  on  the  Ham  and  Harris  land. 

I  do  not  think  there  is  any  real  flat  land  in  322 — Pomeroy  place. 
I  do  not  remember  that  there  is  a  house  on  the  west  side  of  the  road 

2881  on  this  place  near  the  creek.    There  is  a  house  up  in  the  canyon.    The 
road  is  on  the  east  line  of  this  tract  322,  and  there  is  some  flat  land 
which  runs  up  the  sides  of  Pomeroy  Creek,  but  not  a  great  deal  of  it. 
I  should  not  think  that  it  would  be  over  15  acres.    Mr.  Parks'  estimate 
of  32  acres  I  should  say  was  an  outside  limit.     The  flat  land  might 
run  up  the  creek  a  bit,  but  my  idea  is  that  32  acres  would  be  too  high 
an  estimate.    The  flat  land  there  is  good  land,  but  is  not  quite  as  good 
as  down  in  the  valley. 

2882  Parcel  331;  $125  an  acre  value;  most  of  it  in  the  floor  of  the 
valley,  the  south  side  extending  up  on  to  the  hill ;  two-thirds  probably 
included  within  the  contour  of  the  reservoir  can  be  farmed  to  hay 
and  grain;  soil  light  loam  with  gravel  streaks,  especially  along  the 
eastern  side;  the  soil  is  not  rich  in  fertility;  it  is  friable  and  mixed 
with  considerable  gravel.    In  every  other  respect  that  description  that 
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you  have  read  corresponds  with  my  notes,  excepting  that  I  do  not 

see  anything  about  friable  soil  in  my  notes.  2883 

The  portion  of  the  Sam  Sherman  place,  331,  which  is  not  flat 
valley  land,  is  rolling  hills,  and  I  would  place  a  valuation  of  say  $20 
to  $25  an  acre  on  that.  That  would  be  60  acres  on  which  I  placed  a 
value  of  $20,  or  a  total  of  $1200,  and  the  balance  of  my  value  would  be 
in  the  flat  valley  land.  I  placed  a  value  on  the  entire  tract  of  $20,000, 
which  leaves  the  value  of  the  flat  valley  land  of  100  acres  at  $18,800. 
That  makes  the  value  of  the  flat  valley  land  approximately  $188  an 
acre,  but  I  think  that  is  too  high.  My  valuation  of  $125  an  acre  on  it 
as  a  whole  is  plenty  high,  but  I  do  not  want  to  change  my  valuation. 
When  I  come  to  segregate  like  this,  I  think  it  is  pretty  high.  At  $125 
an  acre  it  is  too  high,  but  I  am  going  to  put  it  at  $125  and  stay  with  it.  28831/2 


FORTY-SECOND  HEARING.  OCTOBER  7,  1915. 

Witness :    ISAAC  B.  PARSONS  for  Defendant.  2884 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  OLNEY. 

Referring  to  parcel  330,  Map  18,  roughly  speaking,  there  is  20 
acres  on  the  east  end  which  is  not  flat  valley  land.  The  portion  that 
is  in  Section  31  would  contain  probably  about  35  acres,  and  I  think 
about  20  acres  of  that,  or  a  trifle  less,  could  be  called  hill  land.  I 
valued  that  at  $15  an  acre.  2885 

Questioned  by  Master. 

There  is  an  orchard  on  parcel  330,  and  also  on  321.  The  southerly 
orchard  is  on  the  John  Sherman  piece,  which  is  330,  and  is  right  up 
against  the  north  line.  (Counsel  for  Plaintiff  stated  that  in  connec-  2886 
tion  with  the  orchard  farmed  by  Carson  Bros.,  that  as  originally 
planted,  it  came  down  to  the  south  line  of  the  Campbell  place,  and 
they  then  extended  it  a  few  acres  into  the  John  Sherman  place). 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.   OLNEY. 

The  easterly  portion  of  321 — 80  acres — as  compared  with  the 
easterly  portion  of  330  outside  of  the  valley  are  the  same  general 
character.  I  do  not  remember  whether  the  general  characteristics  are  2887 
the  same  in  these  two  portions.  It  is  pretty  hard  to  remember  20 
acres  out  of  a  section  of  land  where  you  have  been  over  it  so  much. 
Looking  at  my  notes,  I  should  say  that  the  land  in  the  eastern  portion 
of  321  is  the  better  land.  The  price  of  $15  an  acre  which  I  put  on  2888 
these  20  acres  is  approximately  correct  according  to  my  idea  regard- 
less of  the  descriptions  of  these  two  pieces.  You  will  notice  that  I  say 
that  it  is  cut  by  a  deep  ravine,  and  the  point  that  runs  out  there  is 
very  steep.  There  is  very  little  pasture  on  that. 
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I  think  the  portion  of  330  which  lies  in  Section  35,  contains  70 
acres.  The  Milpitas  road  coming  down  into  the  valley  turns  and 
goes  north  when  it  goes  close  to  the  floor  of  the  valley.  (The  witness 
stated  that  the  map  shows  the  line  of  the  road  as  being  pretty 
nearly  the  same  as  shown  on  Geological  Survey  Map  No.  2,  where  it 

2889  starts  near  the  center  of  Section  36,  and  goes  over  to  the  northwest 
corner  approximately,  and  then  approximately  north  to  a  point  on 
the  northerly  line  of  321). 

That  road  runs  just  about  along  the  line  between  the  hills  and 
the  floor  of  the  valley.  I  would  say  there  is  about  82  acres  of  land 
above  the  floor  of  the  valley  in  Section  36,  and  that  would  make  al- 
together about  152  acres  in  parcel  330  that  are  west  of  the  road,  and 

2890  above  the  floor  of  the  valley.     I  think  the  land  in  the  John  Sherman 
piece,  parcel  330,  which  lies  above  the  road  and  to  the  west  of  it,  is 
better  than  the  land  on  the  Campbell  piece.    It  is  hill  farming  land. 
As  I  remember  that  piece  of  land,  I  would  say  it  is  worth  $40  an  acre. 
The  balance  of  the  tract  is  in  the  valley. 

The  fact  that  I  have  valued  the  corresponding  hill  land  in  parcel 
321  at  $50  an  acre  might  change  my  value  of  $40  an  acre  in  regard 
to  this  land  in  330.  Those  valuations  were  put  on  right  on  the  ground. 
I  would  rather  stand  by  my  record  because  I  know  how  the  record  was 

2891  made  up.    I  have  seen  the  hill  land  on  the  west  side  of  330  probably 
20  times,  and  I  suppose  I  made  a  mental  subdivision  of  it  in  order 
to  get  the  average  value  of  the  tract,  but  I  do  not  know  that  I  sub- 
divided it  along  these  lines  about  which  you  have  been  questioning 
me.     I  didn't  make  any  sub-segregation  of  that  at  all  in  valuing 

2892  parcei  330. 

It  depends  altogether  on  how  you  went  to  work  on  it  whether  it 
was  possible  to  properly  value  parcel  330  without  making  a  mental 
subdivision  into  valley  and  hill  lands.  When  I  went  in  there  first,  I 
didn  't  have  these  different  farm  subdivisions.  I  simply  took  the  Gov- 
ernment surveys  and  tried  to  follow  them  out  as  nearly  as  I  could; 
then  when  I  found  that  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  was  using  these 
ranch  numbers,  I  took  the  same  data  and  went  over  the  ground  and 
fitted  it  up  into  these  different  farm  valuations.  I  think  it  is  possible 
to  make  a  competent  appraisement  without  subdividing  it  into  hill 
and  valley  land.  I  would  make  the  valuation  without  that  subdivision 
just  as  my  notes  call  for.  Out  of  this  whole  piece  there  is  a  piece 
running  up  on  the  hill ;  on  the  other  side  there  is  another  piece  run- 

ning  Up  °n  the  hil1'  but  to  get  right  down  to  the  exact  number  of  acres> 
Z893      I  don't  think  you  would  do  that. 

In  valuing  a  piece  of  property  you  would  say,  that  is  not  all 
valley  land.  There  is  a  piece  that  runs  up  on  the  hill  on  the  east  side 
of  the  valley ;  here  is  another  piece  that  runs  up  on  the  west  side  of 
the  valley.  I  would  not  put  the  same  value  on  it,  but  would  say,  it 
is  not  all  valley  land.  I  do  consider  the  amount  of  hill  land  there  is, 
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and  in  my  mind  put  some  value  upon  it.  Of  course,  I  would  not 
value  the  hill  land  at  the  same  value  I  put  on  the  bottom  land. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  put  $150  an  acre  for  the  best  of  the  bottom  land  in  appraising 
this  tract,  then  I  said,  here  is  a  quarter  section  of  hill  land;  in  my 
judgment  that  is  worth  $40  or  $50  an  acre,  depending  upon  how  the 
land  lays,  and  how  it  is  cut. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  OLNEY.  2894 

That  is  the  way  I  got  at  it.  If,  according  to  your  segregations, 
I  valued  the  valley  land  at  something  over  $260  an  acre,  I  have  valued 
it  too  high.  That  is  nearer  two  prices  for  it  than  it  is  one,  or  some- 
thing over  100%  more  than  it  should  be  valued  at.  Accepting  those 
figures,  I  have  valued  it  to  the  extent  of  about  $16,000  too  much.  I 
shall  not  change  my  valuation,  because  my  valuation  was  made  on  2895 
the  ground,  and  on  the  ground  I  knew  what  I  was  talking  about.  I 
cannot  sit  here  at  the  table  and  try  to  figure  these  things  out. 

I  do  not  know  whether  I  have  valued  the  flat  land  in  this  John 
Sherman  piece  at  very  much  more  than  $150  an  acre,  or  whether  I 
have  valued  the  hill  lands  at  very  much  more  than  I  have  valued  other 
lands  of  a  similar  character  throughout  those  hills.  You  can  figure 
that  either  way  you  have  a  mind  to. 

My  value  of  $125  on  the  Sam  Sherman  piece  is  a  valuation  which 
I  consider  correct.  I  would  put  a  value  of  from  $20  to  $25  an  acre  2896 
on  the  land  that  lies  at  the  south  end  of  this  piece.  I  would  rather 
have  the  Patton  place  as  a  whole,  which  lies  immediately  to  the  south. 
I  would  not  put  quite  as  much  value  on  that  one-third  of  the  Sherman 
piece  as  I  would  on  the  whole  Patton  place.  Deducting  the  60  acres 
of  hill  land  which  I  value  at  $25  an  acre  from  the  Sam  Sherman  piece, 
would  leave  $18,500  as  the  value  of  the  valley  land,  or  about  $180  an 
acre.  If  you  figure  it  out  that  way,  it  is  too  much  for  the  valley  land. 
The  land  in  this  Sam  Sherman  piece  is  not  as  valuable  as  the  flat  land  2897 
which  lies  to  the  north,  and  my  figures  on  your  calculations  bear  me 
out  on  that.  I  do  not  know  that  I  did  make  any  segregation  in  my 
mind  as  to  the  amount  of  valley  and  hill  lands. 

Referring  to  parcel  322,  Map  16,  Pomeroy  place;  there  is  about 
15  acres  of  flat  valley  land  in  that,  and  the  rest  is  hill  land;  some  of 
it  rather  rough.  The  land  to  the  south  of  Pomeroy  Creek  is  approxi- 
mately of  the  same  character  as  the  hill  land  in  324,  and  also  of  the 
hill  land  in  321.  The  hill  land  to  the  north  of  Pomeroy  Creek  is  bet- 
ter than  the  land  in  327.  Considering  these  facts,  I  account  for  my 
valuation  of  $100  an  acre  on  parcel  322  in  this  way ;  to  me  parcel  322  2898 
is  a  very  attractive  piece  of  land.  The  soil  is  good,  there  is  a  fine  lot 
of  water  on  it,  and  you  could  cultivate  quite  a  good  deal  of  it.  It  was 
a  very  attractive  little  piece  of  ground.  It  is  very  difficult  to  sit  here 
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and  put  a  price  on  the  hill  land  immediately  south  of  Pomeroy  Creek, 
although  I  am  familiar  with  its  general  character.     Assuming  that 

2899  you  can  cultivate  it,  I  would  say  it  is  worth  from  $40  to  $50  an  acre. 
I  would  put  a  less  value  on  the  land  to  the  north  of  Pomeroy  Creek.    I 
would  have  to  value  the  15  acres  of  flat  valley  land  pretty  high  to 
carry  out  my  contention  here,  and  I  guess  it  would  be  somewhere  in 
the  neighborhood  of  $500  an  acre.    I  still  think  my  valuation  of  $100 
an  acre  is  correct.     I  think  that  $50  an  acre  is  about  all  that  those 
foothills  are  worth.     According  to  your  proposition,  I  have  put  too 
much  on  the  valley  land ;  that  is,  if  the  foothills  would  only  stand  $50 

2900  an  acre,  and  the  flat  valley  land  only  $150  an  acre.    I  think  1  am  too 
high,  and  am  frank  to  admit  that  I  believe  I  am  too  high,  but  laying 
aside  your  way  of  going  at  it,  I  believe  that  I  have  put  a  correct  valua- 
tion on  all  of  that  land ;  every  foot  of  it.    If  I  had  to  go  out  and  ap- 
praise the  Pomeroy  piece  and  the  two  Sherman  pieces  again,  I  would 
come  back  with  the  same  valuations,  but  that  being  so,  I  do  not  see 
that  the  valuations  which  I  have  given  here,  as  per  acreage  valuations 
of  these  various  kinds  of  land,  are  too  low. 

2901  Parcel  324 ;  about  two-fifths  or  80  acres  of  it  hill  land.     (Through 
discussion  of  Counsel  and  Master  it  was  indicated  that  the  section 
line  figured  out  where  the  road  at  the  south  side  of  this  tract  inter- 
sected parcel  321  on  the  north  end,  and  the  south  line  of  324,  and  the 
point  figured  out  in  examination  of  this  witness  concerning  parcel  321 
was  immediately  south  of  where  the  Pomeroy  Creek  crosses  the  road). 

2902  I  think  there  is  very  little  valley  land  there  to  the  west  of  the  road. 
Nearly  all  of  this  80  acres  in  Section  26  would  be  in  the  hills.     The 
valley  land  in  parcel  324  is  probably  better  and  more  valuable  than 
the  valley  land  in  the  Sam  Sherman  piece.    I  do  not  know  whether  it 
is  deeper  soil,  as  I  did  not  test  the  depth  of  the  soil.    It  is  a  good  piece 
of  ground  though.    I  should  consider  it  one  of  the  best  pieces  of  val- 
ley land  in  the  Calaveras  Valley.    It  would  be  about  the  same  as  the 
valley  land  in  the  John  Sherman  place.    The  soil  on  the  southern  part 
of  324  is  good,  strong,  loamy  soil.    You  might  find  a  little  gravel,  but 

2903  not  a  great  deal.     Comparing  my  valuation  of  $120  an  acre  on  324 
with  my  valuation  of  $125  an  acre  on  330  and  331,  and  $100  on  322, 
I  do  not  think  that  my  valuation  on  324  is  too  low.    I  think  the  market 

2904  value  of  the  two  pieces  of  land  would  show  just  that  much  difference. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  would  put  a  value  of  $50  an  acre  on  the  80  acres  of  hill  land 
in  324,  or  a  total  of  $4,000.  That  would  show  the  valley  land  at  about 
$165  or  $170  an  acre.  Mr.  Olney  figured  out  the  Sam  Sherman  land 
at  $185  an  acre. 

(Counsel  for  Plaintiff  here  stated  that  the  witness  testified  that 
the  valley  land  of  the  John  Sherman  piece  was  worth  about  $150  an 
acre,  and  that  when  it  was  figured  out  with  his  valuation  of  the  hill 
land,  it  figured  at  $180  an  acre).  The  bottom  land  in  324  is  worth 
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$150  an  acre.    I  do  not  think  it  is  worth  more  than  the  Sam  Sherman 
flat  land. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.   OLNEY. 

I  do  not  think  that  the  flat  valley  land  in  Parcel  324  would  sell 
for  5  cents  more  per  acre  than  the  flat  valley  land  in  the  Sam  Sherman  290" 
piece.  I  cannot  say  whether  it  is  worth  more  or  not.  As  a  general 
rule,  I  would  say  that  the  flat  valley  land  in  the  Calaveras  Valley,  be- 
ginning with  the  Sam  Sherman  piece,  improves  as  you  go  north.  I 
do  not  make  any  exception  to  that  rule  in  the  case  of  parcel  324.  The 
soil  in  the  Sam  Sherman  piece  is  comparatively  light,  with  consider- 
able gravel  in  it,  while  in  324  it  is  a  deep,  strong  loam,  with  some  little 
gravel,  but  not  very  much.  When  I  stated  to  the  Master  that  the  flat 
valley  land  in  the  Sam  Sherman  piece  is  worth  as  much  as  that  in 
324,  I  was  talking  about  the  market  value,  and  not  about  the  condi- 
tion of  the  land.  Market  value  is  determined  by  the  price  that  it  will 
sell  for.  I  can  give  you  two  reasons  why  the  Sam  Sherman  place  will 
sell  for  as  much  as  324.  One  is  that  you  can  work  the  Sam  Sherman,  9906 
or  John  Sherman  place,  while  in  certain  years  you  cannot  work  324 
on  account  of  the  heavy  soil.  The  Sam  and  John  Sherman  places  are 
very  accessible,  and  easier  to  get  at  than  the  other  place,  which  is  con- 
siderably further  down  the  valley.  You  run  along  the  level  for  quite 
a  little  distance  until  you  get  to  parcel  324.  This  would  be  the  ad- 
vantage that  I  have  given  it,  the  difference  between  the  price  that  I 
have  put  on  these  places.  Acre  for  acre  there  is  a  comparison  in 
value.  Without  regard  to  anything  else,  parcel  324  is  the  better  2907 
piece  of  ground,  but  as  far  as  the  market  value  is  concerned,  the  Sam 
Sherman  place  will  sell  for  more  money  than  324  any  time.  If  there 
were  twice  as  many  acres  in  one  than  in  the  other,  it  would  sell  for 
twice  as  much  money. 

The  market  value  of  a  piece  of  land  depends  upon  many  condi- 
tions, whereas  the  intrinsic  value  is  simply  what  the  land  will  pro- 
duce, and  that  is  only  one  factor  in  the  market  value.  (Counsel  for 
Plaintiff  explained  to  Counsel  for  Defendant  how  witness  gets  less  on 
his  valley  land  than  on  the  valley  land  in  the  other  piece,  as  follows :  80 
times  50  is  $4,000.  His  total  valuation  on  this  piece  is  $24,000,  which 
leaves  $20,000  on  120  acres,  and  figuring  out  the  Sam  Sherman  land 
in  the  same  way,  leaves  $185  per  acre  on  the  Sam  Sherman  valley 
land). 

The  flat  valley  land  in  parcel  323  is  rather  better,  taking  the  in-        2908 
trinsic  value,  than  the  Sherman  place.    In  323  you  have  some  of  the 
very  best  of  the  valley  land.     I  would  put  $15  an  acre  on  the  hill 
land  on  this  quarter,  which  lies  on  the  east  side  of  the  piece.    I  would 
not  go  any  higher  than  $20.    I  do  not  think  the  hill  land  which  lies        2909 
on  the  east  side  of  323  is  worth  quite  as  much  as  the  80  acres  which 
lies  in  321,  because  it  is  on  a  steeper  bluff.     This  particular  land  in 
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323  is  worth  maybe  $20  an  acre— 50  acres  at  $20,  $1,000.  I  do  not 
think  the  valley  land  in  323  would  go  quite  as  well  as  the  Sam  Sher- 
man valley  land.  It  would  not  bring  as  much  money,  acre  for  acre. 
Its  market  value  is  less  than  the  market  value  of  the  flat  land  in  the 
Sam  Sherman  place.  That  applies  also  to  the  flat  land  in  parcel  325 
immediately  to  the  north.  The  market  value  of  the  bottom  land  in  the 

2910  Sam  Sherman  piece  is  greater  than  the  market  value  of  the  land  in 
323.    My  estimate  would  be  that  it  would  run  from  $10  to  $15  or  prob- 
ably $20  an  acre  more.    My  reasoning  is  that  the  Sam  Sherman  place 
you  might  be  able  to  farm,  when  you  would  not  be  able  to  farm  the 
bottom  lands  of  323  or  325.    My  answer  would  cover  the  land  that  is 

2911  in  the  prune  orchard  as  well. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

There  is  some  wet  land  in  325  in  the  prune  orchard  that  you 
won't  farm  every  year  by  any  means. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  OLNEY. 

I  think  there  is  some  sub-irrigated  land  in  that  valley  down  by 
the  tules.  I  did  not  give  any  additional  value  for  that  reason,  but  I 
considered  the  fact  that  some  of  that  was  too  wet  to  farm  every  year, 
and  detracted  from  it  because  of  that.  This  sub-irrigated  land  is 

2912  available  for  alfalfa  in  places. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  am  admitting  that  in  323  and  325  there  is  sub-irrigated  land. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  OLNEY. 

I  think  you  could  raise  alfalfa  on  the  bottom  land  there,  but  I  do 
not  think  you  could  do  so  without  irrigation  year  after  year.  I  think 
you  could  do  it  some  years  and  not  others,  because  it  would  drown  out 
some  years,  and  you  would  not  have  any  alfalfa  there  at  all  the  next 
year.  I  do  not  know  whether  it  is  feasible  to  drain  that  land  so  that 
there  would  not  be  too  much  water,  and  I  did  not  consider  that  at  all. 
I  think  the  land  where  the  orchard  is  up  by  the  house,  where  the  large 
sycamore  tree  is,  is  sub-irrigated,  and  I  think  you  could  raise  alfalfa 
there.  I  do  not  think  it  would  be  in  danger  of  being  drowned  out 

2913  right  there,  although  there  is  a  large  bunch  of  tules  immediately  below 
that.    I  think  it  is  lower  where  the  tules  are  by  perhaps  a  couple  of 
feet.    I  do  not  agree  with  you  that  it  would  be  feasible,  with  such  a 
slight  difference  in  elevation  between  the  level  of  the  orchard  and  the 
land  where  the  tules  grow,  to  take  care  of  any  danger  of  overflow  from 
drowning  in  connection  with  the  tule  land  itself. 

The  Sam  Sherman  piece  is  suitable  for  alfalfa  with  irrigation, 
and  I  think  you  would  get  a  pretty  fair  yield  if  you  had  plenty  of 
water  for  it.  I  think  you  could  raise  alfalfa  with  water  on  the  John 
Sherman  place,  and  I  should  naturally  look  for  a  little  better  crop 

2914  on  the  John  Sherman  place  than  on  the  Sam  Sherman  place. 
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I  think  you  would  lose  your  alfalfa  crop  on  the  land  to  the  north, 
324  and  323,  or  part  of  it,  on  account  of  the  wet  winters  and  wet 
springs.  If  the  land  were  drained  and  would  not  drown  out,  the  land 
is  better,  and  the  quality  of  the  land  is  better  as  you  go  north.  Con- 
siderable land  gets  too  wet  in  there  for  cultivation  every  year.  There 
is  quite  a  little  of  these  places  where  there  are  tules.  I  think  there  are 
30  acres  of  tules  in  the  valley.  I  have  seen  tules  down  along  the  creek, 
in  the  Games'  place  and  the  Harris'  place.  It  is  my  estimate  that  2915 
there  are  40  to  50  acres  of  tules  in  those  two  wet  places,  or  what  I  call 
tule  ground.  I  cannot  state  how  many  acres  of  tules  are  actually 
growing  there  now.  If  I  see  a  bunch  of  tules  growing  here  and  a 
bunch  growing  a  little  way  beyond,  I  come  to  the  conclusion  that  that 
is  pretty  wet  ground,  but  the  actual  acreage  in  tules  may  be  very  small. 
The  actual  acreage  now  growing  tules  is  very  small.  Some  of  the  land 
around  the  tules  has  been  cultivated  this  year,  but  not  altogether.  The  29151/o 
tules  have  been  removed  by  cultivation,  and  by  taking  them  out.  I  do 
not,  of  my  own  knowledge,  know  of  any  additional  area  in  tules  than  2916 
what  appears  there  now.  They  are  confined,  in  the  Calaveras  Valley, 
to  the  wet  places.  I  do  not  think  they  are  confined  to  ground  which  is 
practically  a  spring  where  the  water  comes  to  the  surface.  I  think 
they  are  growing  on  the  wettest  ground. 

Questioned  by  Master.  2917 

To  a  certain  extent  it  is  true  that  tules  that  are  in  the  valley 
now  are  in  little  marshy  spots  or  water  holes,  but  it  is  an  indication 
to  me  that  the  land  surrounding  the  holes  is  wet  land  in  certain 
seasons  of  the  year.  It  might  not  show  in  August  and  September, 
and  in  the  latter  months  of  the  Summer,  but  in  the  Spring  it  is  a 
distinct  indication  to  me  that  that  land  is  wet. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  OLNEY. 

I  know  the  orchard  where  the  big  sycamore  tree  is  on  the 
Campbell  place,  and  there  are  tules  next  to  that  orchard,  which  is 
as  large  a  bunch  of  tules  probably  as  there  is  anywhere  in  the  valley. 
In  the  land  where  the  orchard  is,  adjoining  the  tules,  it  is  possible  to 
grow  peaches  and  apples  and  fruits,  but  I  do  not  think  you  could  2918 
cover  the  whole  thing  with  orchard.  This  orchard  is  very  close  to 
the  tules,  and  I  would  say  that  apple  trees  and  certain  other  kinds 
of  trees  would  stand  the  water  better  than  grain  or  alfalfa.  Peach 
trees  will  stand  the  water  better  than  alfalfa  if  they  are  on  a  proper 
root.  Even  if  the  water  underlies  the  ground  so  as  to  make  it  wet, 
apple  trees  and  peach  trees  will,  to  a  certain  extent,  depending  alto- 
gether on  the  root,  thrive  in  that  wet  ground  when  alfalfa  will  not. 
There  are  several  kinds  of  roots  that  peach  trees  are  cultivated  on 
to — stock.  This  is  a  very  old  orchard,  and  I  do  not  know  whether  2919 
the  peach  trees  in  this  particular  instance  were  grafted  on  to  stock 
or  not.  I  take  it  that  they  are  of  the  character  that  would  withstand 
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water  or  wet  ground.  My  main  information  on  that  point  is  simply 
that  they  are  there.  I  did  not  examine  the  roots.  You  cannot  plant 
all  sorts  of  fruit  in  that  ground  and  make  a  success  of  it.  You  could 
not  plant  peaches  on  peach  root,  or  on  almond  root.  I  do  not  know, 
but  I  doubt  very  much  whether  these  peaches  that  are  in  there  are 
planted  on  peach  roots. 

Z-268,  Map  18;  located  up  on  the  ridge  toward  Monument  Peak; 
soil  decomposed  sandstone,  with  sandstone  outcroppings,  light  and 
bare.  Using  this  with  other  lands  adjoining  to  the  east,  it  could  be 
given  a  value  of  $35.  That  property  would  make  good  pasture,  and 

2920  some  of  it  could  be  tilled.    It  is  not  particularly  steep.    I  put  about 
$150  an  acre  on  the  good  lands  in  the  valley.    My  base  value  on  the 
farming  lands  in  the  foothills  on  the  west  side  of  the  valley  was 
$40,  $50,  or  $60  an  acre.    I  do  not  know  whether  there  is  any  single 
tract  on  which  I  have  placed  a  value  of  $60  an  acre  on  any  land  of 
that  character.     There  is  no  subdivision  of  that  land  that  I  have 
appraised  at  $60  an  acre,  because  the  subdivisions  generally  included 

2921  something  else.    The  westerly  80  acres  of  324  I  put  at  $50.    It  might 
stand  $60,  and  I  think  120  acres  of  the  balance,  flat  valley  land, 
would  take  $150  an  acre,  making  a  total  valuation  of  $22,800.     I 
valued  it  at  $24,000.    My  general  base  value  for  the  good  pasture 
land  was  $15,  $20,  or  $25,  depending  on  how  they  were  located,  and 
how  they  worked  in  with  some  other  lands.     The  medium  pasture 
land  I  placed  at  $12.50  or  $15  an  acre,  and  the  poor  pasture  land 

2922  at  from  $4.50  to  $7.50. 

My  valuation  of  $35  an  acre  on  Z-268  for  pasture  land  is  too 
high.  That  was  a  mistake,  but  I  cannot  tell  you  when  I  discovered 
it.  I  made  that  valuation  when  I  was  on  the  ground,  but  in  that 
piece  I  connected  up  with  surrounding  lands.  It  lies  within  a 
short  distance  of  the  Weller  road,  and  is  not  a  very  bad  piece  of 
ground.  (Counsel  for  Defendant  stated  that  they  all  discovered  that 
Mr.  Parsons  was  too  high  when  Mr.  Callaghan  was  cross  examined.) 

2923  I  did  discuss  this  piece  with  Mr.  Callaghan,  and  I  discovered  that 
this  piece  was  valued  too  high  before  I  went  on  the  stand,  and  before 
I  was  cross  examined.    I  did  not  think  it  was  necessary  to  correct 
the  mistake  when  I  testified  to  this  value  on  my  direct  examination. 

2924  I  am  willing  to  let  it  stand  just  as  it  is.    If  I  thought  I  were  injuring 
the  water  company,  I  would  be  the  first  one  to  go  on  the  stand  and 
correct  my  mistake,  but  when  I  make  too  high  a  valuation,  and  it 
does  not  amount  to  anything  more  than  that,  I  am  perfectly  willing 
to  let  it  stand,  and  that  is  the  reason  I  did  not  correct  my  mistake, 
although  I  knew  it  was  a  mistake  when  I  testified.     I  testified  to  a 
value  of  $35  an  acre  on  this  property,  although  I  knew  at  the  time 
that  that  was  too  high  a  value.     I  didn't  look  at  it  in  the  light  of 
giving  as  my  opinion  something  that  was  not  the  case      I  simply 
took  my  report  as  I  had  it  written,  and  without  any  corrections;  I 
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did  not  want  to  correct  it.     I  do  not  know  how  it  happened  that 

Mr.  Callaghan  and  I  made  the  same  mistake  on  this  piece  of  land. 

Mr.  Callaghan  and  I  never  discussed  the  price  of  Z-268.    I  will  admit        2925 

that  the  land  is  not  where  I  figured  it  was  the  first  couple  of  times 

I  went  over  the  ground.     I  thought  I  knew  where  it  was  before  I 

put  my  valuation  on  it,  but  I  was  mistaken.    In  my  judgment  now  I 

was  mistaken  when  I  put  the  valuation  on  Z-268.     At  the  time  I 

testified  on  direct  examination,  I  knew  about  where  it  was,  but  I        2926 

have  looked  out  the  lines  a  little  better  since  the  direct  examination, 

and  concluded  since  then  that  I  valued  it  too  high.    At  the  time  I  put 

my  valuation  upon  it,  I  didn't  have  the  lines  right,  although  I  do 

not  know  what  made  me  think  I  didn't  have  them  right.     I  will 

admit  that  the  lines  on  the  north  and  west  side  are  plainly  marked 

by  fences,  and  the  west  line  of  the  40  acres  is  fenced,  and  the  north 

line  is  fenced ;  also  the  east  and  south  lines  are  fenced.     I  made  a        2927 

mistake,  and  thought  the  property  was  further  down  the  hill.     I 

thought  it  was  probably  the  Campbell  tract,  parcel  321,  or  324. 

I  believe  we  did  place  a  value  of  $50  an  acre  on  the  portion  of 
321  in  the  northeast  quarter  of  Section  35.  I  put  $50  on  the  whole 
northeast  quarter,  but  further  up  the  hill  it  would  just  come  at  about 
$35  an  acre.  That  is  why  I  put  $35  an  acre  instead  of  $50  an  acre. 
The  northeast  quarter — 172  acres,  is  all  above  the  floor  of  the  valley,  2928 
but  I  didn't  value  that  at  $50  an  acre  as  well  as  Section  35,  because 
I  didn't  have  any  valley  land  to  go  with  it.  My  description  includes 
some  of  the  land  that  comes  within  the  contour  of  the  reservoir,  and 
that  in  connection  with  the  land  up  on  the  hill.  Now  if  you  take  a 
piece  that  is  up  on  the  hill  entirely,  I  say  $35  is  just  about  right. 
The  contour  of  the  reservoir  is  way  above  the  floor  of  the  valley. 
There  is  pretty  nearly  flat  valley  land  in  the  northeast  quarter  of 
Section  35.  That  is  a  pretty  fair  demarcation  right  there.  I  do  not 
see  anything  inconsistent  in  my  description  where  I  say,  the  hill  2929 
rises  up  abruptly  from  the  valley.  Not  all  of  the  land  in  parcel  321, 
which  is  contained  in  the  northeast  quarter  of  Section  35  is  hill 
land.  It  is  all  cultivated  there  to  hay,  and  sometimes  to  grain.  I 
would  put  a  value  on  Z-268  of  $20  an  acre. 

Referring  to  Y-268,  right  next  to  Z-268,  which  I  have  valued  at 
$15  an  acre;  all  of  Z-268  is  pretty  open  ground,  and  good  pasture, 
but  I  do  not  think  that  if  Y-268  is  worth  $15  an  acre  that  Z-268  is  2930 
worth  more  than  $20  an  acre.  I  think  that  $20  an  acre  is  a  fair 
valuation.  Y-268  is  cut  by  Pomeroy  Creek,  which  is  a  very  deep 
ravine,  and  full  of  black  chaparral  and  brush,  so  that  a  larger  portion 
has  no  value,  even  for  pasture.  Valuing  that  at  $15  an  acre,  I  valued 
the  piece  adjoining  it,  which  is  open  and  available  for  pasture,  at 
$20  an  acre,  because  I  wanted  to  work  with  the  Topham  piece;  I 
wanted  to  work  with  the  surrounding  land.  If  you  depended  on 
Z-268  for  pasture,  although  there  is  good  pasture  there,  in  certain 

775 


Parsons 

SPRING  VALLEY  WATER  CO.  VS.   CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

2931  months  of  the  year  if  you  simply  had  that  without  any  connection 
with  the  other  land,  without  the  water,  you  would  not  be  getting 
along  very  well.     So  far  as  the  water  is  concerned,  the  cattle  pas- 
turing on  Z-268  would  go  down  into  the  ravine  of  Pomeroy  Creek 
on  Y-268  to  get  water,  and  I  think  my  valuation  of  $15  an  acre  on 
Y-268  is  all  right. 

The  north  half  of  Section  19,  parcel  A-241,  Map  16,  contains 
some  medium  pasture.  To  explain  why  I  put  a  valuation  of  $15  an 
acre  on  the  Topham  place,  which  is  poor  pasture,  as  against  $12.50 
an  acre  on  this  which  is  medium  pasture ;  I  used  the  Topham  place 
in  connection  with  some  of  the  rest  on  account  of  the  water  there. 
There  is  a  fine  stream  of  water  through  there  the  year  around,  where 
the  cattle  can  get  at  it.  There  might  be  an  absence  of  water  on 
A-241 ;  they  have  to  go  a  long  way  down  to  water  there  in  some  of 

2932  those  places.    I  think  you  will  find  some  water  in  the  north  and  east 
corner  of  Section  19,  but  there  is  a  dearth  of  water  on  that  half 
section.    It  gets  dry  at  this  time  of  the  year.    There  are  springs  in  the 
northeast  corner,  which  is  the  high  corner.     In  some  places  the 
water  towards  the  top  of  the  ridges  is  very  much  more  valuable  than 
the  water  in  the  gulches  and  ravines,  but  I  do  not  know  whether 
that  is  the  general  rule.     It  might  be  the  case  in  some  cases  that 
water  on  the  upper  portions  of  the  range  is  very  much  more  valu- 
able, and  makes  a  pasture  much  more  valuable  than  water  on  the 
lower  portion  of  the  range  in  the  ravines.     It  would  depend  upon 
the  shape  of  the  land  a  good  deal.    It  is  not  a  good  idea  to  go  too 

2933  far  for  water.    I  think  I  know  enough  about  the  stock  business  to 
know  whether  or  not  there  is  any  substantial  difference  in  advantage 
in  connection  with  a  piece  of  grazing  land  whether  the  water  is  high 
up  or  low  down.    The  value  depends  altogether  on  the  shape  of  your 
land.     Oftentimes  stock  like  to  get  into  a  ravine  in  hot  weather, 
and  want  to  go  in  there  to  get  their  water.     Oftentimes  they  go 
down.    I  think  there  is  a  good  deal  more  water  on  the  Topham  piece 
than  on  the  north  half  of  Section  19.     The  water  is  not  so  scarce 
on  the  north  half  of  Section  19  as  to  detract  from  its  value  for 

2934  pasturage  purposes. 

I  valued  Section  19,  the  north  half,  at  $12.50  because  the  pasture 
is  not  particularly  good.  It  is  cold  and  windy,  and  the  sidehills 
have  the  outcroppings  of  shale  rock.  By  itself  it  is  probably  a  good 
deal  better  pasture  than  Y-268,  but  the  latter  works  in  with  the 
rest  of  the  land  in  pretty  good  shape. 

Parcel  246,  north  of  Section  19,  has  practically  40  acres  in  Sec- 
tion 18;  described  as  follows:  South  half  of  section'open  slopes,  with 
200  acres  tillable;  northeast  quarter  on  slope  into  Alameda  Creek, 
and  runs  across  the  creek.  This  quarter  very  rough  and  brushy,  and 
poorer  pasture.  I  valued  that  at  $15  an  acre  because  I  do  not  think 
farming  up  there  on  that  ridge  would  be  very  productive.  When  I 
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said  200  acres  of  tillable  land,  I  meant  that  200  acres  could  be  tilled 
on  that  piece;  that  the  shape  of  the  land  and  everything  else  was 
such  that  it  could  be  done.    I  do  not  think  it  would  be  successful 
tillage,  but  you  could  put  a  pretty  fair  valuation  on  the  200  acres  of        2935 
tillable  land,  and  still  come  out  all  right  on  the  valuation  there. 

H-268,  Map  17,  north  half  of  Section  20.  It  is  open  pasture, 
high,  rocky,  windy  and  cold.  Some  of  it  has  been  cultivated  in  the 
past.  There  was  an  old  farmhouse  on  the  place,  but  it  was  more  a 
case  of  economy  than  it  was  of  farming.  I  do  not  want  to  admit 
that  my  valuation  on  Y-268  is  too  high,  as  I  think  it  was  all  right. 
I  do  not  think  the  north  half  of  Section  20  is  worth  more  than  $15  2936 
an  acre,  or  more  than  $12.50  an  acre. 

All  of  the  land  of  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  which  lies  on 
both  sides  of  the  Oak  Kidge  road  is  all  open  land  pretty  much.  The 
feed  is  very  light  on  a  great  deal  of  it,  and  I  should  judge  poor, 
made  up  of  poverty  grass,  and  once  in  a  while  a  little  clover.  It 
doesn't  produce  a  big  crop  of  clover.  The  clover  is  confined  to  the 
spots  I  have  spoken  of,  and  you  will  find  it  elsewhere  once  in  a  while 
in  a  little  patch.  There  are  large  patches  where  no  clover  or  any- 
thing else  grows  except  poverty  grass.  There  is  alfileria  in  that 
country  at  the  right  season  of  the  year.  It  is  in  considerable  quanti-  2937 
ties  in  places,  but  is  confined  to  spots,  I  think.  There  is  alfileria  in 
places  on  these  open  pasture  lands  on  both  sides  of  the  Oak  Ridge 
road.  That  would  come  in  my  classification  of  medium  pasture.  My 
base  value  of  these  open  pasture  lands  lying  on  both  sides  of  Oak 
Kidge  road  is  about  $12.50  on  some,  and  lower  down,  more  still.  It 
is  pretty  hard  to  say  just  where  I  have  gone  any  higher  than  $12.50.  2938 

As  I  remember  it,  Section  24  is  the  best  pasture  land  on  the  east 
side  of  the  Calaveras.  On  that  section  you  are  pretty  well  up  in 
altitude.  On  the  upper  ridges  I  guess  $10  an  acre  is  probably  about 
right.  These  open  pasture  lands  on  the  ridge  are  worth  as  much 
as  Y-268,  which  I  valued  at  $15  an  acre,  but  I  do  not  think  you  are 
giving  me  a  fair  question  there,  because  in  these  pieces  lying  up 
on  the  ridge,  although  some  of  the  pasture  is  pretty  good  on  top, 
or  on  the  west  or  south  slope,  it  is  counterbalanced  oftentimes  by 
some  very  rough  quarter  section.  I  think  it  is  worse  than  the  ravine 
in  Pomeroy  Creek  in  Y-268.  The  ravine  in  Y-268  is  very  precipitous 
and  full  of  black  chaparral,  but  some  of  these  quarter  sections  on 
the  ridge  are  pretty  rough  and  inaccessible.  2939 

E-268  and  F-268,  Section  8,  Map  17.  It  is  very  rough,  pretty 
brushy,  with  some  open  land  on  it.  It  is  pretty  hard  for  me  to 
remember  it  without  my  notes.  The  description  in  the  notes  reads : 
Several  ledges  of  rock  showing;  soil  light  shaly  rock;  good  for 
pasture  only.  That  is  E-268.  As  to  F-268,  I  say :  Light  soil  pasture 
land  only;  considerable  outcroppings  of  rock;  large  ledges.  I  have 
been  up  there  recently  with  Mr.  Callaghan  to  look  at  this  land,  pre- 
777 


Parsons 

SPRING  VALLEY  WATER  CO.  VS.   CITY  AND  COUNTY  OP  SAN  FRANCISCO 

2940  paratory  to  my  cross  examination.    You  might  get  a  little  grazing  out 
of  it  certain  seasons  of  the  year.    It  is  not  a  fact  that  there  is  compara- 
tively little  brush  in  it,  and  that  most  of  it  is  open  grazing  land.    I 
observed  that  that  section  had  been  fed  over  so  that  there  was  a 
marked  difference  between  it  and  the  adjoining  lands  not  belonging 
to  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  which  had  not  been  pastured.    Sec- 
tion 8  has  been  pastured,  but  is  mighty  poor  pasture.     Taking  the 
whole  section,  I  would  call  it  poor  pasture  ground.     I  valued  it  at 

2941  $10  an  acre,  and  I  think  I  have  given  it  all  that  it  is  entitled  to. 
I  do  not  think  I  have  valued  it  too  high. 

Referring  to  parcel  250,  Section  4,  Map  15,  which  I  valued  at 
$10  an  acre,  as  against  $10  an  acre  on  the  pasture  land  on  the  ridges 

2942  on  Section  8;  I  did  not  put  a  valuation  at  $10  on  half  of  Section  4 
by  itself,  but  took  it  in  connection  with  the  whole  piece,  which 
included  all  of  the  250  acres,  and  anything  of  that  kind  always  re- 
flects back  and  forth,  and  would  have  an  affect  on  the  valuation  of 
the  others.    One  piece  reflects  on  another.    In  conjunction  with  the 
rest  of  it,  I  would  give  it  $10  an  acre,  and  furthermore  it  is  more 
accessible. 

Parcel  X-268,  Santos  piece,  valued  at  $30  an  acre ;  I  could  not 
tell  you  how  much  of  that  could  be  tilled,  but  whatever  could  be 
tilled  is  better  suited  for  pasture,  and  when  I  put  a  value  on  that  I 
had  in  mind  just  about  what  they  are  using  it  for  now;  it  is  used 
for  dairying  purposes,  and  has  plenty  of  water  and  pasture.  Some 
of  it  is  tillable,  and  I  think  $30  an  acre  is  right.  I  say  some  tillable 
land,  but  best  suited  for  pasture,  because  I  thing  you  will  get  the 

2943  most  money  out  of  it  by  pasturing  it.     Some  of  it  is  pretty  rough, 
and  generally  speaking  it  is  about  the  same  as  the  Weller  piece. 
There  is  a  considerable  area  of  the  Weller  piece  that  is  quite  good 
tillable  land,  and  there  is  some  open  pasture.    Nevertheless,  I  would 
not  say  that  the  Weller  piece  had  any  higher  value  than  the  Santos 
piece. 

Some  of  the  Brandt-Hansen  place,  valued  at  $45  an  acre,  is 
good  hill  farming  land.  I  should  say  half  of  it  cannot  be  farmed. 
Most  of  the  40  acre  piece  to  the  east  of  the  road  into  Calaveras — 

2944  referring  to  parcel  b-268— is  tillable.    I  do  not  think  that  the  piece 
marked  "I"  immediately  to  the  west  of  that  is  practically  all  tillable 
land,  as  the  top  of  the  ridge  at  that  point  is  pretty  rocky,  although 
some  of  it  is  tilled  along  in  there. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  should  say  that  that  was  tillable. 

CROSS    EXAMINATION    BY    MR.    OLXEY. 

I  do  not  think  that  "II"  is  mostly  tillable.  A  little  of  it  may  be. 
Dutside  of  a  few  points  which  are  rocky,  maybe  the  balance  of  it  is 
tilled,  or  has  been  tilled  in  the  past.  I  do  not  know  whether  "III" 
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has  been  tilled  or  not.    I  do  not  know  from  looking  at  it  that  it  has        2945 

been  tilled.    Some  of  the  40  acres  which  forms  the  northeast  corner 

could  be  tilled.    I  guess  you  would  have  no  trouble  with  water  on 

the  Brandt-Hansen  tract,  as  there  are  two  or  three  very  good  springs 

on  that  property.     In  placing  my  valuation  on  it  I  assumed  that 

one-half  to  two-thirds  of  it  could  be  tilled.    You  will  find  the  same 

kind  of  land  on  both  the  Santos  and  the  Brandt-Hansen  place  where        2946 

the  land  that  cannot  be  tilled  is.    I  guess  there  would  be  half  of  the 

Brandt-Hansen  place  which  would  be  superior  to  the  Santos  place, 

X-268.    I  think  $30  on  the  Santos  place  is  about  right,  but  in  asking 

me  how  I  put  such  a  valuation  on  that  place,  as  against  $35  an  acre 

on  the  Brandt-Hansen  place,  you  are  pinning  me  down  to  the  point  of 

how  many  acres  on  the  Brandt-Hansen  place  you  can  plow,  but  even 

if  you  could  plow  it,  it  would  pay  you  better  on  the  Brandt-Hansen 

place  right  today  to  make  a  dairy  of  it,  than  it  would  to  plow  it. 

The  Priesker  place,  i-268,  is  not  more  valuable  acre  for  acre 
than  the  Santos  place,  X-268,  according  to  my  judgment.  2947 

I  am  familiar  with  the  Bland  place,  A-345.  There  is  quite  a 
little  open  land  on  it,  and  the  remains  of  an  orchard.  There  is  some 
good  pasture  there  too,  and  the  creek  flows  through  it  in  some  seasons 
of  the  year.  There  is  very  little  water  there  now.  I  do  not  think 
there  is  much  difference  between  the  value  of  that  land,  A-345,  and 
the  Santos  place.  They  are  not  of  the  same  character  of  ground. 

In  connection  with  these  lands  in  the  Calaveras  Valley,  I  have 
taken  into  consideration  their  availability  for  every  purpose.  I  con-  2948 
sider,  when  I  put  the  market  value  on  a  piece  of  land,  that  that  is 
the  market  value,  and  its  availability  for  any  purpose  for  which  the 
owner  or  the  buyer  sees  fit  to  use  it.  My  estimation  of  the  market 
value  of  this  land  is  the  price  that  a  willing  buyer  will  pay  a  willing 
seller,  and  I  arrived  at  my  conclusions  as  to  what  the  market  value 
was  by  taking  into  consideration  what  it  would  sell  for.  That  is  my 
judgment.  It  has  taken  years  to  make  up  my  judgment  on  the  value 
of  lands ;  it  is  my  experience,  my  knowledge  of  lands.  I  have  had 
to  appraise  lands  that  were  valuable  for  reservoir  purposes  before, 
as  lands  for  reservoir  purposes  are  the  same  as  lands  for  any  other 
purposes. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  would  have  to  think  that  over ;  I  have  appraised  a  good  deal  of 
land ;  whether  they  were  available  for  reservoir  purposes  or  not,  I 
would  have  to  think  that  over. 

CROSS    EXAMINATION    BY    MR.    OLNEY.  2949 

I  reached  my  judgment  as  to  what  these  particular  lands  were 
worth  in  the  Calaveras  Valley  by  what  lands  of  similar  nature  will 
sell  for;  it  is  my  knowledge  of  lands;  my  knowledge  of  lands  and 
land  values,  and  that  I  have  backed  up  by  looking  up  certain  sales 
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to  compare  them  with.  By  my  knowledge  of  land  and  land  values, 
I  mean  my  knowledge  of  the  selling  prices  of  land  of  a  similar  char- 
acter located  anywhere,  so  I  valued  these  lands  by  comparison  with 
others  of  the  same  general  character  located  elsewhere,  and  I  fol- 
lowed that  up  by  checking  up  my  valuations  of  lands  elsewhere.  I 
have  compared  these  lands  with  land  that  had  a  value  for  reservoir 
purposes.  I  compared  it. with  land  bought  by  the  Bay  City  Water 
Co.;  the  Webber  ranch,  12,000  acres,  San  Felipe  Creek,  for  $20  an 
acre.  I  have  had  that  information  for  quite  a  while.  I  have  for- 
gotten whether  it  was  this  year  or  last  year  that  I  got  it.  I  have  been 
in  and  seen  that  particular  valley,  and  I  consider  that  that  land  for 
reservoir  purposes  is  as  valuable  as  the  Calaveras.  I  know  just  what 

2950  a  layman  familiar  with  land  knows  about  its  availability  for  reser- 
voir purposes.    I  am  not  an  engineer.    I  have  taken  these  tracts  and 
considered  them  singly  piece  by  piece.     I  do  not  know  whether  if 
this  valley  were  in  one  ownership  available  for  reservoir  purposes 
that  you  would  expect  to  get  a  different  and  somewhat  higher  value 
for  it  than  the  value  which  I  have  placed  on  these  individual  pieces. 
I  think  it  is  pretty  well  known  in  Oakland,  Haywards,  and  Niles  that 
the  Calaveras  Valley  is  peculiarly  adapted  for  a  reservoir.    I  do  not 
know  whether  it  is  generally  known  throughout  there  that  the  needs 
of  both  Oakland  and  San  Francisco  for  water  from  this  source  are 
quite  great.    I  have  not  seen  anything  on  that  point  in  the  papers. 

2951  I  have  seen  things  of  that  kind  mentioned  in  the  press.     I  think 
people   probably   know   something    about    it.      I    consider   that   the 
Calaveras  Valley  would  sell  just  the  same  for  reservoir  purposes  as  it 
would  for  anything  else,  and  I  make  no  difference  or  distinction.    I 
do  not  think  that  I  said  that  I  did  not  consider  it  from  that  point  of 
view.    I  do  not  know  whether  a  man  would  expect  to  get  a  higher 
price  for  the  Calaveras  Valley  if  he  owned  all  of  it  and  desired  to 
dispose  of  it  because  of  its  availability  for  reservoir  purposes. 

It  is  generally  recognized  by  people  familiar  with  the  Arroyo 
Valle  lands  that  they  are  available  for  reservoir  sites.     The  market 

2952  value  of  the  land  would  cover  their  value  for  reservoir  purposes.    I 
have  got  at  the  market  value  of  the  Arroyo  Valle  very  largely  by 
considering  the  sale  of  stock  range  lands  to  the  east.    I  do  not  think 
that  there  would  be  any  increment  added  to  the  market  value  of  the 
Arroyo  Valle  lands  over  what  they  would  otherwise  have  if  they 
were  not  available  for  reservoir  purposes,  regardless  of  the  fact  of 

2953  whether  they  were  in  one  ownership.    I  cannot  say  whether  a  man 
could  expect  to  get  a  higher  value  for  the  Calaveras  Valley  by  reason 
of  the  fact  that  he  had  united  all  the  lands  in  one  ownership,  and 
they  were  so  united  as  to  be  peculiarly  available  for  a  reservoir  site, 
whether  he  could  expect  to  get  a  higher  price  for  them  by  reason  of 
that  fact,  or  whether  he  would  be  in  a  position  where  he  could  get 
it  in  the  market. 
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FORTY-THIRD  HEARING.  OCTOBER  8,  1915. 

Witnesses:    ISAAC  B.  PARSONS  and 

CHARLES  S.  MCDONALD,  for  Defendant. 

RE-DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS.  2954 

I  have  been  in  San  Antonio  Valley  since  automobiles  have  come 
into  use,  and  also  through  the  other  properties  of  the  Spring  Valley 
Water  Co.  around  Pleasanton.  When  I  stated  that  I  had  not  ob- 
served the  results  of  hill  farming  upon  the  Spring  Valley  lands  very 
carefully,  I  did  not  intend  to  include  in  that  statement  the  years  1914 
and  1915  during  which  I  have  been  in  the  employ  of  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco.  During  these  years,  I  noticed  in  a  gen-  2955 
eral  way  the  crops  that  are  being  raised  and  the  productivity  of  the 
soil.  I  did  not  mean  to  convey  in  my  testimony  that  hill  farming 
was  unprofitable,  because  I  have  farmed  in  the  hills  myself,  and  have 
been  fairly  successful.  When  I  stated  that  a  man  was  entitled  to  all 
he  could  get  out  of  hill  farming,  I  meant  to  convey  the  idea  that  a 
man  farming  in  the  hills,  to  make  a  success  of  it,  has  to  be  economical, 
and  have  special  knowledge  of  hill  farming.  I  agree  with  Mr.  Mc- 
Cutchen  that  rainfall  in  the  Calaveras  was  probably  heavier  than  in 
the  Arroyo  Valle  or  in  the  Mocho.  I  should  say  the  length  of  the 
rainy  season  acts  the  most  in  estimating  the  effect  of  rainfall  on  2956 
grazing  land  rather  than  the  amount  of  precipitation.  The  length 
of  the  rainy  season  would  keep  up  the  moisture  in  the  ground, 
whereas  you  might  have  a  heavy  rainfall,  and  it  would  run  off  so 
fast  that  it  would  do  the  ground  no  particular  good.  A  heavier 
rainfall  might  be  a  distinct  detriment  in  washing  the  soil,  and  eroding 
the  land. 

Taking  two  tracts  of  land,  one  in  the  Calaveras,  and  one  hi  the 
Mocho,  where  the  soil  conditions  are  similar,  I  should  say  that  the 
effect  of  the  rainfall  would  be  that  the  rainfall  in  the  Mocho  would 
not  run  off  as  quickly  as  it  would  in  the  Calaveras.  The  moisture 
would  be  taken  into  the  ground  more  in  ihe  Mocho  lands,  and  they 
would  remain  damp  longer,  and  the  feed  would  last  longer  and  prob- 
ably grow  better  than  in  the  Calaveras.  I  am  fairly  familiar  with  2957 
both  these  sections  of  the  country,  and  I  think  the  feed  lasts  longer 
in  the  Mocho,  and  grows  heavier  there  than  it  does  in  the  Calaveras. 
I  have  found  evidences  in  the  Calaveras  where  the  heavy  precipita- 
tion has  washed  the  soil  off  of  the  steep  sidehills.  The  growth  and 
strength  of  the  feed  in  the  Calaveras  and  in  the  Mocho  in  the  spring  2959 
indicated  to  my  mind  that  there  was  plenty  of  rainfall  in  the  Mocho 
to  grow  the  feed.  The  hills  in  the  Calaveras  dried  out  before  the 
hills  in  the  Mocho. 
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Questioned  by  Master. 

According  to  my  observations  the  feed  stayed  green  longer  in 
the  Mocho  than  in  the  Calaveras. 

2960  Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 

I  have  observed  that  the  feed  stayed  green  longer  in  the  Mocho 
than  in  the  Calaveras. 

RE-DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.   SEARLS. 

I  saw  fine  feed  on  the  east  side  of  the  Calaveras  hills  in  March, 
April,  May,  July,  August  and  September.  After  the  month  of  May 
it  dries  out.  The  patches  of  alfileria  on  those  hill  lands  were  not  very 
extensive  compared  with  the  total  acreage.  I  found  this  alfileria  in 
March,  April  and  May,  and  do  not  think  I  observed  any  after  those 
months. 

In  making  my  comparison  of  the  Moy  lands  with  the  Calaveras 

2961  lands,  I  did  not  limit  the  section,  to  which  the  Moy  lands  are  com- 
parable, to  Section  24,  but  I  compared  it  with  sections  on  Oak  Eidge 
and  Poverty  Kidge.     In  making  my  original  valuation,  I  used  other 
sales  besides  the  Moy  sale  in  testing  the  values  I  put  upon  the  Calav- 

2962  eras  lands.    I  used  the  sales  that  Mr.  Callaghan  testified  to,  and  I 
think  there  were  several  other  sales  that  he  did  not  testify  to.    I  used 
those  sales  to  check  up  my  valuation  after  I  had  made  it. 

Parcel  0-268  has  been  irrigated  several  times  in  the  last  two  or 
three  months.  I  consider  the  fertility  of  this  parcel  greater  today 

2963  than  it  was  on  the  31st  day  of  December,  1913.     The  reason  for  this 
I  ascribe  to  fertilization  from  the  cow  barn,  which  was  not  there  in 
December,  1913.     I  do  not  think  it  would  have  been  economically 
possible  in  1913  to  apply  artificial  fertilizer  to  this  land  without  the 
dairy  being  on  the  land.     (This  is  restricting  the  fertilizer  to  man- 
ure.)   It  would  cost  too  much  to  get  it  in  there.    When  I  first  visited 
it,  and  at  the  time  I  made  my  appraisal,  there  was  a  poor  stand  of 
barley  growing  on  this  land. 

2964  Questioned  by  Master. 
This  was  in  1914. 

RE-DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.   SEARLS. 

There  was  a  crop  of  alfalfa  sown  with  barley  on  this  land.  It 
was  spotted.  The  barley  and  the  alfalfa  had  grown  in  some  places, 
and  in  other  places  it  had  not  grown,  which  I  ascribe  to  the  alkali 
that  appeared  in  the  ground,  and  which  I  think  is  still  there.  The 
manure  fertilizer  would  have  the  effect  of  overcoming  the  injurious 
effect  of  the  alkali. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  cannot  tell  in  what  way,  but  I  know  it  does  from  common  prac- 
tice. Where  alkali  is  present  the  growth  of  alfalfa  is  not  good,  but 
after  the  manure  is  put  in  it  seems  to  be  all  right  again,  and  it  is 
often  done. 
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By  placing  manure  on  part  of  this  land,  it  is  possible  that  it  has        2965 
operated  to  neutralize  the  effect  of  the  alkali  to  a  certain  extent. 

I  valued  parcel  280  at  a  lower  figure  than  R-268  because  E-268 
is  more  accessible  and  also  because  of  the  encroachment  of  the  creek 
on  280. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  it  would  cost  considerable  to  drain  S-268 
and  other  lands  in  the  northern  part  of  the  Pleasanton  District.  I 
do  not  know  of  any  steps  having  been  taken  at  the  time  of  my  ap- 
praisal toward  accomplishing  such  drainage. 

Questioned  by  Master.  2966 

I  have  had  experience  in  reclamation,  on  the  Sacramento  River, 
in  District  999. 

RE-DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.   SEARLS. 

I  purchased  those  lands  for  the  Netherlands  Farms  Co.,  for  from 
$30  to  $100  an  acre,  and  the  estimated  cost  of  reclaiming  them  was 
from  $40  to  $60  per  acre.  The  adjoining  lands  sell  for  from  $250  to 
$300  an  acre  after  they  have  been  reclaimed.  The  Netherlands  Farms  2967 
Co.  have  not  completed  their  reclamation  yet.  The  lands  that  were 
sold  were  below  the  Clyde  District  and  the  Lisbon  District. 

In  appraising  the  lands  in  the  northern  part  of  the  Pleasanton       2968 
District,  I  did  not  assume  in  my  valuation  that  those  lands  could  not 
be  drained  if  proper  methods  were  taken. 

I  found  a  drainage  system  on  U-268,  and  valued  that  land  at 
$250  an  acre,  and  S-268  I  valued  at  $190  an  acre.  One  of  the  ele- 
ments considered  in  my  valuation  was  the  fact  that  U-268  had  been 
drained,  and  S-268  had  not.  I  valued  the  land  just  as  I  found  it;  if 
it  was  reclaimed,  I  valued  it  as  reclaimed  land.  If  it  was  not  re- 
claimed, I  valued  it  as  unreclaimed  land. 

In  regard  to  my  valuation  upon  i-239 ;  I  put  the  bottom  land  in  2969 
at  the  same  valuation  that  I  put  the  other  bottom  lands  at  in  other 
parcels,  and  I  put  the  hill  land  in  at  a  lesser  price.  I  considered  that 
$350  an  acre  for  that  piece  of  land  was  a  fair  valuation.  The  hill 
makes  it  rather  an  attractive  piece  of  ground  as  a  location  for  a  farm- 
house and  buildings  where  they  would  be  up  out  of  the  wet  land  on 
the  floor  of  the  valley.  I  gave  it  a  certain  amount  of  residential  value. 
This  land  is  surrounded  on  three  sides  by  the  best  grade  of  farming 
land  in  the  neighborhood  of  Pleasanton,  and  lies  directly  at  Mrs. 
Hearst's  hacienda. 

Referring    to    L-239,    Map    12;    the    existence    of    the    walnut        2970 
orchard    does   not    add   to   the    intrinsic    value    of   the    tract.     In 
my  estimation,  it  does  add  to  the  market  value.     It  makes  it  more        2971 
marketable,  and  at  a  better  price.    It  does  not  add  to  its  intrinsic  value 
in  this  way;  a  young  orchard  in  a  locality  that  has  not  been  proven, 
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and  with  trees  that  have  not  been  proven,  does  not  add  anything  to- 
the  value  of  the  land,  according  to  my  opinion.  It  is  my  idea  that 
other  people  might  not  be  of  the  same  opinion  that  I  am. 

2972  Referring  to  the  Stone  tract;  there  is  tillable  land  in  the  south- 
west corner  of  this  tract,  and  there  is  some  that  could  be  tilled  on  top 
of  the  ridge.    The  soil  in  N-239  varies  in  different  places,  but  is  better 
than  that  in  the  Hadsell  land.    There  is  very  good  land  in  N-239,  the 
soil  running  from  a  reddish  clay  adobe  to  an  adobe  loam.    The  soil  in 
the  Hadsell  hills  is  clay,  mixed  with  gravel,  with  rock  outcroppings 
in  places.     The  fertility  of  the  soil  in  N-239  is  greater  than  that  in 
the  HadseU  hills. 

2973  i  consider  the  tillable  lands  in  the  Goad  sales  better  than  the 
Hadsell  hill  land,  as  they  are  better  soil,  being  more  of  an  adobe  and 
dark  soil,  and  raised  better  crops.     The  Goad  lands  are  in  the  same 
range  of  hills  generally  as  the  Hadsell  land,  except  that  they  are  on 
the  other  side  of  Calaveras  Creek. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  do  not  know  whether  they  are  geologically  in  the  same  forma- 
tion or  not.  , 

RE-DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.   SEARLS. 

I  can  now  recall  the  sale  from  Salz  to  Silva- Thomas,  which  was 
east  of  N-239,  the  price  being  $28.80  an  acre.  As  far  as  fertility  is 
concerned,  I  think  the  Salz  piece  is  just  as  fertile  as  the  Hadsell  hills, 
or  more  so.  It  is  not  as  accessible. 

The  land  along  Alameda  Canyon,  between  parcels  267  and  228, 

2974  ^d  Brightside,  is  very  steep,  rocky  and  precipitous.    It  would  be  very 
expensive  building  a  road  from  Brightside  up  to  those  lands.    I  think 
about  three  years  in  five  the  road  from  Sunol  to  Niles  is  closed. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

The  road  used  to  run  down  the  creek,  but  now  it  is  more  elevated, 
but  even  with  the  elevation  it  has  been  washed  out. 

RE-DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.   SEARLS. 

The  present  county  road  down  the  canyon  was  washed  out  during 

2975  a  part  of  the  winter  of  1914,  and  that  is  on  the  opposite  side  of  the 
canyon,  too.    Referring  to  the  San  Antonio  lands ;  my  method  in  get- 
ting at  the  value  of  those  lands  was,  first  to  find  the  land  and  try  to 
run  out  the  lines  and  get  the  corners ;  if  it  proved  to  be  good  pasture 
land,  with  a  little  brushy  land  on  it,  I  put  a  certain  value  on  that 
land ;  if  it  had  some  brushy  land  that  did  not  interfere  with  pasturage, 
or  connected  up  with  some  other  land,  it  didn't  make  very  much  dif- 
ference on  account  of  the  rough  land,    I  did  not  make  exact  segrega- 
tions of  acreages  and  place  a  value  on  each  of  those  acreages,  and  add 
them  up  to  get  the  value  of  the  whole. 
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To  explain  the  differences  in  my  valuations  of  the  hill  lands  in 
the  Calaveras,  and  on  lands  similar  in  character,  situated  on  Oak 
Ridge;  this  rough  land  on  the  west  side  of  the  valley  was  valued  in 
connection  with  other  land  on  the  west  side  of  the  valley  of  consid- 
erable more  value ;  some  of  it  was  farming  land,  and  some  of  it  very 
good  pasture  land.  It  reflected  a  higher  value  on  the  rough  land  than 
the  land  on  the  east  side  of  the  valley ;  that  is,  the  better  land  on  the 
west  side  of  the  valley  would  carry  a  bigger  price  on  the  rough  land 
than  the  poorer  land  on  the  east  side  of  the  valley.  The  rough  land  2976 
on  the  west  side  of  the  valley  can  generally  be  connected  up  with 
some  very  good  farming  land.  That  condition  does  not  exist  to  the 
east  of  the  valley.  It  has  been  my  experience  that  it  is  a  distinctive 
element  of  market  value  when  inferior  land  of  any  character  is  taken 
in  connection  with  adjacent  land  of  a  distinctive  superior  quality. 

I  valued  the  portion  of  Section  4,  in  parcel  250,  Map  15,  in  con- 
nection with  the  balance  of  250,  and  I  gave  it  a  higher  value  than  I 
would  have  given  it  in  and  of  itself.  In  valuing  valley  farming,  hill 
farming,  and  pasture  land  generally,  where  I  found  them  altogether 
in  one  piece,  as  in  the  case  of  parcels  321,  330,  b-268,  X-268,  and  Z- 
268,  on  Maps  16  and  18,  I  valued  them  in  view  of  their  correlative 
uses.  Pasture  land  in  connection  with  farming  land  is  more  valuable  2977 
because  you  would  get  uses  out  of  it  that  you  would  not  get  if  it  was 
simply  a  pasturage  proposition.  It  would  support  your  stock  during 
certain  months  of  the  year,  where  the  same  stock  would  be  supported 
off  some  of  the  better  land  during  the  other  months  of  the  year,  and 
in  that  way  you  could  afford  to  pay  more  for  a  piece  of  pasture  land 
in  connection  with  good  farming  land  for  your  stock  pasture.  I  think 
the  farmers  operating  in  the  Calaveras  Valley  are  following  just  that 
procedure.  I  think  it  is  a  rule  that  they  bring  their  cattle  down  to 
the  bottom  land  in  the  winter  season,  and  feed  them  off  the  hay  that 
they  grow  there,  and  then  send  them  up  on  to  the  hill  ranges  in 
summer. 

The  greater  portion  of  parcel  223,  Map  16,  is  visible  from  the 
observation  point  on  the  west  side  of  Calaveras  dam.  I  think  75  or 
80%  of  it.  I  would  say  75%  of  it  is  covered  by  black  brush  and 
rocks.  I  placed  my  value  on  parcel  225  before  the  washing  was  done  2978 
in  the  construction  of  the  Calaveras  dam,  and  my  value  gives  its 
value  before  the  surface  of  the  ground  was  disturbed  in  any  way. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  Greene. 

I  do  not  know  whether  or  not  there  had  been  any  disturbance  of 
the  ground  on  December  31,  1913.  297^ 

RE-DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.   SEARLS. 

It  is  my  recollection  that  there  was  no  sluicing  done  at  that  point 
to  the  west  of  the  power  house  in  parcel  225  on  December  31,  1913. 
My  valuations  of  the  Calaveras  lands  were  substantially  the  same, 

785 


Parsons 

SPRING  VALLEY  WATER  CO.  VS.   CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

where  I  made  my  valuation  by  Government  sections,  and  when  I  made 
them  according  to  the  lands  in  the  Spring  Valley  parcels.  I  am  very 
sure  that  that  is  true  as  to  the  lands  on  the  floor  of  the  Calaveras 
Vallej. 

Sub-irrigated  land  is  land  where  the  table  is  quite  close  to  the 

2980  surface,  and  where  the  water  table  can  be  held  at  a  certain  height 
during  certain  seasons  of  the  year.    It  would  be  land  that  would  have 
the  water  table  at  a  certain  height,  and  you  could  regulate  the  water 
table,  or  it  would  regulate  itself,  so  that  it  did  not  get  too  dry  in 
certain  months,  and  too  wet  in  others.    I  included  in  the  area  which 
I  estimated  was  sub-irrigated  land  the  various  ciengas  which  existed 
outside  of  the  actual  creek  bottom.    They  are  not  really  sub-irrigated 
land  though;  they  are  wet,  springy  spots.     The  sub-irrigated  land  is 
not  desirable  for  alfalfa  raising,  unless  you  could  control  the  water 
plane,  and  I  doubt  whether  you  could  control  it  in  the  Calaveras,  on 
account  of  the  flood  conditions.     I  do  not  think  the  rest  of  the  land 
in  the  bottom  of  the  valley,  outside  of  the  wet  land,  would  grow 
alfalfa  without  irrigation.     I  would  expect  to  get  about  two  crops  in 
a  year  there  without  irrigation,  and  with  irrigation  it  would  raise 
five  crops. 

When  I  made  my  original  appraisal,  I  figured  $150  an  acre  on 

2981  the  valley  land  right  straight  through,  and  made  no  discrimination 
as  to  the  value  I  placed  on  all  this  valley  land.     The  segregation 
which  Mr.  Olney  made  yesterday,  in  which  he  came  out  with  $185  per 
acre  for  the  Sherman  place,  was  not  the  segregation  which  I  made 
when  I  originally  valued  the  land.    I  do  not  wish  to  change  my  or- 
iginal valuation. 

(Counsel  for  Defendant  stated  that  with  respect  to  Z-268  that  he 
had  advised  the  witness  not  to  lower  his  valuation  on  that  particular 
parcel.) 

I  have  been  told  that  a  reservoir  site  had  been  considered  in  the 
Mocho  by  a  water  company  at  Livermore.  The  proposed  dam  site 
was  on  Section  13. 

In  regard  to  my  statement  on  cross  examination  that  I  consid- 
ered that  the  value  of  the  Calaveras  lands  for  reservoir  purposes  was 
no  greater  than  their  market  and  agricultural  value,  I  would  say  in 
!983  that  connection,  that  the  prices  that  were  paid  for  lands  inside  the 
reservoir  flow  line  in  the  Calaveras  in  general,  were  about  the  market 
value  of  the  lands. 

Questioned  by  the  Master. 

I  do  not  know  anything  about  the  price  of  parcel  225. 

RE-CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.   MCCUTCHEN. 

I  will  not  pass  on  the  market  value  of  land  in  Calaveras  in  1875. 
I  cannot  tell  you  from  any  data  I  have  here  how  many  of  them  were 
bought  on  the  floor  of  the  valley  in  1875. 
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Questioned  by  Master.  2984 

I  would  not  eliminate  the  1875  purchases  from  my  statement  that 
the  prices  paid  were  about  market  value. 

RE-CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.   MCCUTCHEN. 

Judging  from  what  they  paid  at  other  times,  I  do  not  think  they 
paid  any  more  than  the  market  value  for  that  land  in  1875. 

I  was  present  when  Mr.  Callaghan  was  cross-examined  about 
O-268  in  the  Pleasanton  District,  but  I  do  not  remember  that  there 
was  anything  said  about  the  likelihood  of  alkali  in  0-268,  eventually 
killing  the  alfalfa  crop.  I  do  not  know  whether  Mr.  Callaghan  was  2985 
speaking  of  that  land  in  its  present  condition  or  not.  I  was  not  in 
consultation  with  Mr.  Callaghan  with  reference  to  that  very  piece  of 
property  while  he  was  under  cross-examination.  I  said  that  on  some 
spots  alfalfa  was  not  growing  when  I  saw  the  land  in  the  spring  of 
1914.  It  is  growing  on  some  of  those  spots  now.  I  do  not  know  that 
that  land  has  been  re-seeded  since  that  time.  I  do  not  think  that 
where  crops  are  growing  on  those  spots  now  that  they  may  be  grow- 
ing as  the  result  of  re-seeding  that  took  place  prior  to  the  time  when  I 
saw  it  in  the  spring  of  1914.  I  think  those  places  have  been  re-seeded,  2986 
and  apparently,  as  a  result,  there  are  now  good  crops  growing  on  those 
particular  spots.  I  do  not  know  whether  those  spots  had  been  man- 
ured after  I  saw  them.  I  said  water  and  manure  had  overcome  the 
effect  of  the  alkali  in  O-268.  I  did  intend  to  say  that  manure  had 
overcome  the  effect  of  the  alkali,  and  I  said  that  it  was  common  prac- 
tice to  overcome  this  effect  by  the  spreading  of  manure  over  the  soil. 
That  was  accomplished  on  my  own  ranch.  I  did  not  also  irrigate  the 
land ;  I  drained  it,  and  it  was  not  the  drainage,  but  the  manure  which 
overcame  the  effect  of  the  alkali.  They  do  the  same  thing  in  Merritt  2987 
Island,  up  the  Sacramento  River.  There  are  several  farmers  who  did 
that.  One  is  P.  A.  Krull,  of  Merritt  Island.  There  was  alkali  on  his 
land  which  interfered  with  his  alfalfa,  and  he  overcame  the  effect  of 
it  by  putting  on  manure.  He  also  drained  his  land,  but  it  is  not  true 
that  there  was  not  alkali  on  it  after  he  had  drained  it.  I  believe  that 
alkali  is  a  salt,  but  I  confess  my  entire  inability  to  make  any  sugges-  2988 
tion  of  the  effect  of  manure  on  alkali  so  as  to  rid  the  land  of  the  alkali 
by  the  addition  of  the  manure.  I  think  the  salt  stays  there  after  you 
put  the  manure  on.  I  do  not  know  what  is  in  the  salt  that  kills  the 
plant,  but  I  do  think  that  the  manure  overcomes  the  effect  of  the  salt. 
Assuming  that  a  soil  is  ideal  for  the  production  of  plant  growth,  ex-  2989 
eept  that  there  is  alkali  in  it,  if  you  did  nothing  beyond  adding  to 
that  soil  a  quantity  of  manure  to  eliminate  the  alkali,  it  certainly 
would  produce  more  crops  because  you  had  added  that  manure. 

If  you  had  a  box  into  which  you  put  ideal  soil  and  a  lot 
of  manure  so  as  to  enrich  the  soil  still  more,  and  then  put  some  of 
this  alkali  into  it  in  quantities  sufficient  in  the  absence  of  manure  to 
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kill  the  plant,  I  think  that  sometimes  the  plant  would  thrive,  and  I 
have  seen  them  raise  asparagus  in  just  that  way,  by  putting  in  plenty 
of  salt  and  manure.  This  alkali  might  help  under  some  circum- 
2990  stances,  such  as  in  raising  asparagus.  If  asparagus  were  planted  in 
this  land  over  there,  the  alkali  might  help  it.  I  think  there  are  better 
places  for  asparagus  than  that  though.  I  do  not  say  that  the  addi- 
tion of  common  salt  to  a  piece  of  land  will  make  it  alkaline.  I  do 
not  know  enough  about  the  chemistry  of  it  to  say  what  the  chemical 
effect  is,  or  what  alkali  is.  I  know  certain  agricultural  conditions, 
and  that  is  all  I  do  know  about  it. 

2990-2991  Parcel  0-268  is  worth,  I  think,  $400  an  acre  today,  taking  every- 
thing into  consideration,  and  the  fact  that  there  is  a  dairy  on  the 
piece,  with  plenty  of  fertilization  at  nominal  cost.  It  is  hard  to  tell 
whether  a  young  orchard,  unproven,  and  in  an  unproved  territory, 
is  an  asset  or  a  liability  to  the  property  on  which  it  was  planted.  I 
do  not  know  whether  that  would  be  the  view  of  any  man  who  is 
familiar  with  fruit  growing.  I  have  not  the  values  which  I  placed 
upon  this  property  originally,  but  I  know  that  they  were  substantially 
the  same  as  those  I  placed  upon  it  when  I  became  a  witness,  because 

2992  I  tried  to  make  them  agree  substantially,  and  I  had  some  difficulty. 

2993  I  presume  I  first  visited  the  Mocho  country  about  15  years  ago, 
and  I  have  been  there  several  times  in  the  last  few  years.    I  did  not 
go  there  prior  to  the  last  two  years  for  the  purpose  of  examining  the 
feed  particularly.    Prior  to  two  years  ago  I  confined  my  trips  to  the 
county  road,  but  not  altogether.     I  have  been  all  through  there ;  I 
have  been  up  to  the  Magnesite  Mines,  and  all  in  through  there  a 
number  of  times.    I  did  not  go  upon  any  of  these  lands  prior  to  last 
year  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  what  feed  grew  upon  them,  nor 
did  I  examine  these  lands  prior  to  the  last  year  for  the  purpose  of 

2994  determining  what  feed  grew  upon  them.     I  did  not  examine  any 
of  the  Calaveras  lands  prior  to  last  year  for  the  purpose  of  deter- 
mining what  feed  grew  upon  those  lands.    I  think  I  began  my  exami- 
nation of  the  two  territories  in  the  month  of  March  last  year.    I  did 
not  consider  the  last  two  seasons  exceedingly  wet,  but  I  considered 
them  very  favorable.    I  do  not  know  whether  more  rain  has  fallen 
in  the  Mocho  country  during  the  last  few  years  than  on  the  average. 
I  have  no  definite  data  on  the  amount  of  rain  that  falls  in  the  Mocho. 
I  have  a  general  knowledge  that  the  rainfall  grows  less  as  you  get 
over  the  Altamont  hills.     To  the  best  of  my  knowledge  the  condi- 
tions which  I  found  in  the  Mocho  country,  so  far  as  feed  is  concerned, 
W6re  avera£e  conditions.    I  think  the  last  two  years  have  been  favor- 
able seasons,  but  those  are  not  the  only  times  that  I  have  seen  the 
Mocho  country  for  the  purpose  of  looking  at  the  feed.     I  have  been 
in  through  those  hills  many,  many  times,  all  the  way  to  Midway,  and 
I  think  I  have  seen  just  as  good  feed  in  previous  years  as  I  have  in 
the  last  two  years.    That  is  simply  my  recollection  of  it,  and  from 
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that  I  can  state  that  the  conditions  that  prevailed  during  the  last 
two  years  are  about  like  those  that  had  prevailed  in  previous  years. 
There  were  years  that  I  have  been  through  there  when  the  feed  would 
be  just  as  good,  but  I  could  not  name  the  years.  I  have  always  con- 
sidered that  as  you  get  further  east,  the  rainfall  gets  lighter,  and  I  2996 
think  that  in  the  same  storms  in  which  rain  fell  at  Calaveras,  rain 
also  fell  at  the  Mocho. 

I  do  not  know  how  many  crops  0-268  will  produce  now.  I  think 
I  said  that  without  irrigation  alfalfa  in  Calaveras  would  yield  two  2997 
crops  per  annum,  and  with  irrigation  it  would  yield  five.  In  my 
estimation  the  five  crops  would  produce  five  tons  of  hay  per  annum. 
That  is,  each  cutting  would  only  produce  one  ton,  and  I  base  that  on 
what  I  have  seen  up  the  Sacramento  River.  Merritt  Island  is  a  place 
where  it  only  produces  one  ton  to  the  cutting,  and  not  all  of  that  is 
alkali  land.  I  do  not  think  that  it  was  on  the  alkali  land  that  it  pro- 
duced one  ton  to  the  acre  per  cutting.  On  some  of  the  land  on  which  2998 
the  alkali  has  been  overcome  by  manure  on  Merritt  Island,  you  will 
find  pretty  good  crops  of  alfalfa,  and  I  think  they  will  have  more 
cuttings  than  five.  It  is  colder  in  Calaveras,  and  I  do  not  think  that 
you  will  get  more  than  five  cuttings.  The  conditions  in  Calaveras 
are  as  good  as  on  Merritt  Island,  or  Lisbon.  I  have  been  on  these 
Sacramento  islands  in  the  winter,  and  there  were  very  strong  winds 
blowing,  but  I  think  it  is  colder  in  Calaveras.  I  do  not  think  that 
that  combination  was  more  conducive  to  the  development  of  vege- 
tation than  the  temperature  in  Calaveras,  but  the  time  when  the 
wind  is  blowing  cold,  and  it  is  foggy  and  bleak  in  the  Sacramento 
Valley,  is  not  the  time  that  they  are  raising  very  much  alfalfa.  I  2999 
think  it  is  pretty  cold  in  Calaveras  Valley  for  four  months  in  the 
year,  and  I  think  it  is  colder  during  these  four  months  than  it  is 
on  these  Sacramento  River  islands.  I  do  not  know  that  I  have  any 
information  on  the  subject,  but  my  knowledge  of  the  conditions  there 
would  lead  me  to  say  just  that  thing. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

The  nights  are  colder  in  Calaveras  Valley  in  the  fall  than  they 
are  up  the  Sacramento  River. 

RE-CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.   MCCUTCHEN. 

That  is  beginning  from  say  the  middle  of  September,  on.  I  have  3000 
been  through  the  Calaveras  in  the  fall,  and  know  the  conditions 
there.  I  have  never  spent  a  night  in  Calaveras  in  the  fall,  but  I  have 
spent  a  great  many  nights  on  the  Sacramento  River  islands  in  the 
fall,  and  found  them  at  certain  seasons  of  the  year  exceedingly  cold, 
but  not  particularly  so  in  the  fall.  It  is  not  altogether  bitter  cold  on 
the  Sacramento  River  islands  from  the  first  of  October  on,  in  the 
mornings  and  evenings.  It  was  warm  sometimes,  and  was  growing 
weather,  with  nice  warm  nights.  I  think  the  nice  warm  nights  are 
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the  rule  after  the  first  of  October.     I  have  seen  some  very,  very 
pleasant  nights  way  up  into  December  on  the  Sacramento  River. 

O-268  will  produce  more  alfalfa  to  the  acre  per  annum  than  the 
bottom  lands  in  Calaveras  Valley,  but  I  cannot  tell  you  how  much 
more.  I  do  not  know  whether  the  winters  are  colder  in  the  Calaveras 
Valley  than  they  are  at  Pleasanton,  but  there  is  more  snow  in  Cala- 

3001  veras,  I  think.    The  snow  on  the  low  ranges  remains  for  a  very  short 
time,  but  I  cannot  answer  as  to  within  what  distance  of  Calaveras 
Valley  the  snow  remains  on  the  ground  from  four  to  five  days  of 
ajiy  year. 

There  is  no  difference  between  the  value  of  U-268  today,  and 
as  of  the  31st  of  December,  1913.  There  are  beets  and  squash  grow- 
ing there  now  that  were  not  growing  on  it  at  the  time  I  first  saw  it. 
There  is  alfalfa  on  that  tract,  and  I  think  it  was  there  when  I  first 
saw  it.  It  was  right  back  of  the  figures  "273"  on  the  map.  I  cannot 
tell  you  how  far  above  the  line  that  divides  278  from  U-268  the  alfalfa 

3002  is.    It  was  a  number  of  years  ago  when  I  first  saw  the  Goad  lands, 
but  I  cannot  remember  just  when.    I  bought  rights  of  way  through 
the  Goad  land  for  the  Western  Pacific  Railroad.    I  cannot  tell  you  in 
what  season  of  the  year.    I  have  seen  some  parts  of  them,  along  about 
that  time,  when  a  crop  was  growing  on  them.    Roughly  speaking,  I 
should  say  that  it  was  ten  years  ago,  and  I  was  buying  rights  of  way 

3003  through  innumerable  pieces  of  land  of  that  kind,  but  I  can  recall  that 
I  saw  some  of  these  Goad  lands  when  they  had  a  crop  growing  on  them. 
As  I  remember  it,  it  was  a  hay  crop.    I  think  you  will  find  corn  grow- 
ing there  now,  as  I  saw  it  growing  there  only  recently.    I  do  not  know 
that  I  have  seen  any  other  crop  than  corn,  with  the  exception  of 
the  hay  crop  that  I  saw  there  ten  years  ago.    I  am  enabled  to  say  that 
the  Goad  land  will  produce  more  crops  than  these  other  lands,  be- 
cause it  is  better  soil  in  every  way,  and  most  anybody  that  knows  the 
Goad  land  around  Niles  will  tell  you  that,  and  I  think  most  of  these 
people  are  pretty  well  acquainted  with  the  Goad  land  and  this  other 
property. 

I  think  it  is  possible  to  find  green  feed  in  the  Mocho  country 
after  the  month  of  May  in  an  average  season.  I  cannot  tell  you  the 
exact  time  when  I  have  seen  green  feed  in  the  Mocho  country  after 
the  month  of  May.  I  do  not  know  whether  it  is  a  benefit  or  a  detri- 

3004  nient  as  to  the  extent  that  the  rains  fall  in  Calaveras,  but  I  see  no 
great  advantage  in  an  excess  of  rain  in  the  Calaveras  Valley  for  any 
farming  or  pasturage  conditions. 

I  did  not  notice  any  great  amount  of  alfileria  on  these  Calaveras 
ranges  after  the  month  of  May,  although  I  tried  to  find  it.  The  first 
trip  up  there  I  saw  some,  but  very  seldom  you  see  any  after  the  first 
of  May.  I  think  you  will  find  it  in  the  range  between  Haywards 
and  San  Ramon  after  the  month  of  May,  but  I  do  not  know  of  any 
place  else.  I  could  not  tell  you  whether  alfileria  is  a  plant  with  a 

790 


SPRING  VALLEY  WATER  CO.  VS.   CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

deep  root  or  a  shallow  root.  I  do  not  know  anything  about  it.  I  do 
not  know  whether  that  would  have  anything  to  do  with  the  length 
of  time  for  which  it  remains  green.  I  do  not  know  much  about 
alfileria.  3005 

I  still  say  that  the  valley  lands  in  the  two  Sherman  pieces  are 
the  most  valuable  of  the  valley  lands  in  Calaveras  as  far  as  the 
market  value,  and  the  salability  of  the  land  is  concerned.  I  did  not 
say  that  acre  for  acre  the  valley  lands  in  the  two  Sherman  places  are 
worth  more  than  any  equivalent  area  of  valley  land  in  Calaveras 
Valley.  I  said  as  far  as  the  market  value  of  the  land  is  concerned,  I 
consider  the  two  Sherman  pieces  more  salable  than  any  land  in  Cala- 
veras Valley.  By  market  value  I  understand  the  price  that  can  be 
obtained  for  the  properties.  I  do  not  say  that  the  market  value  of 
the  valley  lands  in  the  two  Sherman  pieces  is  greater  than  the  market 
value  of  any  other  equivalent  area  on  the  floor  of  Calaveras  Valley, 
but  what  I  mean  to  say  is  this;  that  although  the  intrinsic  value  of 
the  land,  the  quality  of  the  soil,  and  all  of  that,  is  not  quite  as  good 
as  some  of  the  land  down  the  valley,  I  think  the  market  value  would 
be  just  as  much  as  it  is  down  the  valley.  Perhaps  I  have  said  two 
or  three  times  within  the  last  ten  minutes  that  the  market  value  is 
greater.  I  don't  know.  What  I  mean  to  say  is  that  the  market  value 
of  the  Sherman  pieces  would  be  just  as  good  and  perhaps  better,  as  3006 
far  as  the  market  value  is  concerned,  than  some  of  those  pieces  down 
the  valley. 

I  cannot  tell  you  whether  there  is  any  area  of  land  on  the  floor 
of  Calaveras  Valley  equivalent  to  the  valley  land  in  the  two  Sherman 
pieces  that  has  as  great  a  market  value  as  the  valley  lands  in  the  two 
Sherman  pieces.  By  correlative  value,  I  mean  land  that  I  hooked  up 
with  some  adjoining  land  to  make  a  good  situation  of  it.  I  3007 
answered  in  that  way  with  reference  to  the  Topham  piece,  but  I  do 
not  remember  saying  that  the  valley  lands  were  being  used  in  con- 
nection with  the  hill  land.  I  think  I  remember  Mr.  Parks'  name 
being  mentioned  in  connection  with  the  use  of  these  lands,  and  I 
said  that  I  gave  greater  value  to  some  lands  because  of  their  associa- 
tion to  other  lands.  I  spoke  of  the  use  of  those  lands  for  grazing 
stock,  and  said  that  the  fact  that  they  could  be  used  in  connection 
with  the  valley  land,  made  them  more  valuable,  taking  the  whole  3008 
situation.  I  don't  think  I  was  referring  to  the  Topham  property;  I 
said,  other  lands.  I  told  Mr.  Olney,  when  he  was  asking  me  to  make 
comparisons  of  these  lands  on  the  easterly  side  of  the  valley,  with 
the  Topham  piece,  yesterday,  that  I  wanted  him  to  understand  that 
I  put  that  value  on  the  Topham  piece  because  it  could  be  used  in 
connection  with  other  lands.  I  did  not  tell  him  of  any  valuation 
that  I  put  upon  any  of  those  grazing  lands  to  the  east,  because  of  the 
possibility  of  their  use  in  connection  with  the  valley  lands  or  other 
lands,  as  I  don't  think  it  is  the  same  proposition. 
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I  do  not  remember  having  been  examined  on  the  subject  of 
whether  the  purchase  price  paid  by  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  for 
those  Calaveras  properties  included  reservoir  values.  My  individual 
valuations  include  all  values,  and  include  valuations  for  every  use  to 

3009  which  a  man  would  care  to  put  it.    I  do  not  remember  the  question 
having  been  put  to  me  on  direct  examination  as  to  what  was  the 
highest  use  to  which  the  valley  lands  in  Calaveras  could  be  placed, 
and  to  which  my  answer  was,  for  agricultural  purposes. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

3010  The  highest  use  of  the  lands  on  the  floor  of  the  valley  is  for 
agricultural  purposes  as  distinguished  from  grazing,  and  I  meant 
that  the  highest  purpose  for  which  it  could  be  used  was  agricultural 
purposes,  but  I  do  not  say  in  that  that  its  use  for  agriculture  is  a 
higher  use  than  its  use  for  water  supply  purposes. 

RE-CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.   MCCUTCHEN. 

I  do  not  know  whether  I  am  able  to  weigh  the  value  of  the 
property  for  agricultural  purposes  against  its  value  for  reservoir 
purposes.  I  have  not  been  weighing  the  agricultural  values  against 

3011  any  other  values  as  far  as  that  is  concerned.    I  am  taking  the  market 
value,  and  that  is  the  figure  I  have  been  putting  on  it.    In  putting  a 
market  value  on  that  land,  I  consider  that  I  have  covered  every 
value. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

In  these  valuations  that  I  have  given,  I  place  a  value  such  as  I 
think  the  property  would  sell  for  to  different  individuals  if  it  were 
split  up  now  and  given  a  reasonable  time  in  which  to  dispose  of  it. 
I  think  I  have  considered  the  fact  or  situation  of  whether  the  pur- 
chaser were  another  water  company.  I  think  my  market  value  would 
cover  that  situation.  It  would  include  water  companies,  and  corpora- 
tions of  any  kind.  If  a  man  wanted  a  location  for  a  powder  works, 
or  anything  of  that  kind,  the  market  value  of  that  land  would  be 
just  what  I  have  put  on  it. 

RE-CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY   MR.   MCCUTCHEN. 

I  know  that  all  that  Calaveras  Valley  is  under  one  ownership, 

3012  and  I  suppose  it  is  available  for  reservoir  purposes.    I  assumed  that 
it  was  in  putting  my  valuation  upon  it.    I  do  not  know  whether  it 
was  worth  more  or  less  than  these  individual  values  which  I  have 
placed  upon  it  for  reservoir  purpose,  as  it  would  depend  altogether 
upon  what  you  are  getting  for  water,  and  I  do  not  know  what  that 
would  be.    I  do  not  know  whether  it  would  be  worth  much  more  for 
reservoir  purposes,  dependent  upon  what  you  might  get  for  water, 
than  the  aggregate  of  the  values  which  I  have  placed  upon  these 
lands.    I  do  not  know  whether  it  would  or  not.    When  I  said  that  I 
took  into  consideration  reservoir  values  in  fixing  my  values,  I  meant 
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exactly  what  I  said.  I  took  reservoir  availability  into  consideration, 
and  everything  that  I  could  think  of.  As  a  layman  looking  at  the 
place,  it  looked  like  a  reservoir  to  me,  and  I  took  that  into  considera- 
tion. I  do  not  think  I  discussed  it  very  much;  in  fact,  very  little.  3013 
Mr.  Callaghan  and  I  did  not  ever  discuss  the  availability  of  this 
property  as  a  reservoir  site.  At  different  times  we  talked  about  what 
it  could  be  used  for,  but  I  do  not  think  that  I  ever  said  to  him  that 
this  is  a  fine  reservoir  site,  although  we  discussed  the  reservoir,  and 
agreed  that  it  was  available  for  reservoir  purposes.  I  do  not  remem- 
ber when  we  did  that,  and  I  don 't  think  we  did  it  very  frequently.  I 
may  say  that  we  discussed  it  a  number  of  times,  and  we  both  recog- 
nized the  availability  and  value  of  that  property  for  reservoir  pur- 
poses. We  talked  about  it  several  times  before  this  trial  began.  Mr.  3014 
Callaghan  never  asked  me,  nor  I-  never  asked  him  what  rule  or  yard- 
stick are  we  going  to  adopt  to  determine  the  value  of  this  for  reser- 
voir purposes.  I  did  not  put  any  special  value  on  the  land  in 
Calaveras  Valley.  I  was  called  upon  to  put  a  fair  market  value  on 
those  lands,  and  when  I  do  that,  the  man  that  owns  that  land,  or  buys 
it,  can  do  whatever  he  sees  fit  with  it.  I  do  not  know  who  told  me 
that.  I  say  myself  that  the  man  who  got  that  land  could  do  what- 
ever he  saw  fit  with  it.  That  is  the  reason  that  I  did  not  attempt  to 
determine  what  the  land  is  worth  for  reservoir  purposes.  When  I 
put  the  market  value  on  a  piece  of  ground,  whether  it  is  used  for  3015 
reservoir  purposes,  or  powder  factory,  or  hotel,  or  park,  or  anything 
else,  that  is  the  market  value,  and  the  man  can  do  as  he  has  a  mind 
to  with  it.  I  do  not  know  what  the  value  for  reservoir  purposes  is. 
I  am  not  an  engineer.  3016 

Presuming  that  another  water  company  wanted  this  property 
for  reservoir  purposes,  and  would  actually  pay  for  it  more  than  the 
aggregate  of  the  values  I  have  placed  upon  it,  I  do  not  know  whether 
the  aggregate  of  my  values  would  still  be  its  market  value. 

If  there  were  no  vegetation  on  that  property,  but  it  was.  exposed 
granite,  all  of  it,  it  might  not  have  any  value  for  agricultural  pur- 
poses. I  do  not  know  whether  it  would  be  available  for  reservoir 
purposes,  even  though  it  had  the  same  contour  and  conformation  as 
it  now  has.  I  do  not  know  anything  about  its  availability  as  a  reser- 
voir, even  if  it  were  exposed  granite.  I  do  not  know  anything  about 
that  end  of  it. 


CHARLES  S.  MCDONALD,  recalled  for  Defendant. 

EXAMINATION   BY   MR.    SEARLS. 

I  have  made  an  examination  of  the  circumstances  surrounding        3017 
the  sale  of  two  pieces  of  land  in  the  Mocho ;  one  from  the  Clarke 
Estate  to  Fallon,  and  the  other  purporting  to  be  from  the  O'Rourke 
Estate  to  Holmes.    The  papers  which  you  have  in  your  hand  are  the 
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original  petitions  for  order  of  sale,  and  the  return  of  sale  in  the 
matter  of  the  sale  of  the  Clarke  Estate  to  Fallen. 

The  following  statement  was  made  by  Counsel  for  the  Defend- 
ant: These  papers  show  that  on  April  5,  1910,  the  administrator  of 
the  Clarke  Estate  filed  in  the  Superior  Court  of  Alameda  County  a 
petition  for  the  sale  of  all  the  real  property  of  that  estate  reciting 
that  the  debts  of  the  estate  were  $2,463,  and  that  there  were  insuf- 
ficient funds  on  hand  to  pay  the  debts,  estimated  at  the  time  of 
closing  at  $2,900.  In  pursuance  of  that  petition,  certain  property 

3018  in  the  town  of  Livermore  was  sold  in  June,  1910,  for  $2,300.    After 
two  years  had  elapsed  a  bid  was  received  from  Fallen  for  the  prop- 
erty situated  in  the  Mocho,  being  the  south  half  of  Section  16,  for 
$2,400,  or  about  $7.50  an  acre ;  an  appraisement  had  in  the  meantime 
been  made  at  $8  an  acre.     That  was  the  only  bid  received  in  the 
course  of  the  two  years  for  the  sale  of  the  property,  and  it  was  con- 
firmed at  that  figure. 

I  consulted  the  attorney  for  the  Estate,  and  made  every  effort 

3019  to  find  the  circumstances  surrounding  that  sale.     There  was  some 
personal  property  in  the  estate,  $181  in  cash,  and  some  household 
furniture  to  the  amount  of  $191. 

Questioned  by  Mr.  McCutchen. 
There  was  no  family  allowance. 

EXAMINATION   BY    MR.    SEARLS. 

I  heard  of  no  unpaid  claims,  aside  from  these  recited  here.    The 

3020  sale  of  the  0  'Rourke  Estate  was  not  a  probate  sale. 

3021  Counsel  for  Defendant  advised  that  he  had  no  personal  knowl- 
edge, nor  the  original  records  with  him,  but  believed  that  it  was  a 
sale  by  devisees  of  the  testator  of  their  interest  in  the  property,  and 
that  the  sale  was  subsequently  confirmed  by  the  Court,  and  distribu- 
tion made.    The  Court  distributed  it.     The  heirs  gave  deed  to  this 
property  while  it  was  still  in  administration,  to  Holmes,  and  there- 

3022  after  the  Court  made  a  decree  of  distribution  to  the  grantee  of  the 
heirs. 

EXAMINATION   BY    MR.    SEARLS. 

3023  Mr.  Robert  0 'Rourke,  and  Eugene  0 'Rourke,  the  devisees,  told 
me  of  the  circumstances  attending  this  sale.    There  were  besides  these 
devisees  the  mother  and  the  step-sister,  but  they  did  not  join  in  the 
conveyance ;  they  were  bequeathed  $5  each  and  the  residue  of  the 
estate  was  devised  to  the  father,  Robert  0  'Rourke,  and  to  the  brother, 

3025  Eugene  0 'Rourke,  share  and  share  alike.  I  asked  Mr.  0 'Rourke  if 
this  sale  was  in  any  sense  a  forced  sale  necessary  to  pay  any  debts 
of  the  estate,  and  he  said  it  was  not ;  that  he  had  a  price  on  the  land, 
and  that  the  purchaser  met  that  price  within  $100,  and  that  he 
immediately  accepted  it. 
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(Counsel  for  Plaintiff  advised  that  he  would  accept  the  state- 
ment of  Counsel  for  Defendant  that  the  distribution  of  the  estate 
had  been  made  and  is  now  of  record.) 

The  Master  advised  that  he  would  reserve  his  ruling  as  to 
whether  or  not  the  statement  of  the  matter  of  the  sale  is  admissable 
as  a  comparative  sale. 

Counsel  for  Defendant  advised  that  this  is  the  only  property  in 
the  estate,  and  that  there  was  no  personal  property.  The  total  3026 
expenses  of  the  administration  advanced  by  the  devisees  is  $317.68, 
which  was  paid  before  distribution  by  the  devisees  of  the  estate. 
The  executor  paid  them  out  of  his  own  pocket.  The  contract  of  sale 
was  in  May,  1915. 


FORTY-FOURTH  HEARING.  OCTOBER  11,  1915. 

Witnesses :    PATRICK  CONNOLLY  and  JOHN  ROGGE,  for  Defendant.     Conno] 

The  following  statement  in  regard  to  the  O'Rourke  Estate  sale  OQOQ 
was  made  by  Counsel  for  Defendant,  and  accepted  by  Counsel  for 
Plaintiff:  The  sale  of  the  southwest  quarter  of  Section  6,  Township 
4  South,  Range  3  East,  was  made  from  the  devisees  of  the  estate  of 
O'Rourke  to  Walter  Holmes,  on  May  9th,  1915,  being  150  acres  for 
$2,500,  which  figures  out  a  little  less  than  $15  (actually  $16.67)  an 
acre,  and  includes  improvements  consisting  of  a  house,  barn,  and  a 
well. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  SEARLS.  3030 

Since  I  testified  here  last  I  visited  Calaveras  Valley  in  conjunc- 
tion with  Mr.  Callaghan.  We  started  from  about  the  dam,  having 
taken  the  route  first  from  Livermore  to  Pleasanton,  then  up  Alameda 
Creek  by  the  new  road  that  is  built  in  to  the  dam.  From  the  dam  we 
went  across  the  valley  east  of  the  dam,  and  took  the  Mount  Day  road, 
by  which  we  went  up  to  what  they  call  Camp  70,  which  is  away  above 
Section  27.  We  examined  the  property  over  which  we  passed  rather 
carefully,  and  looked  at  the  condition  of  the  feed,  which,  after  we  got 
up  from  the  dam,  was  pretty  fair,  and  afterwards  began  to  get  poor. 
The  further  up  we  got,  the  poorer  it  seemed.  It  was  light  grazing. 
It  was  light  soil  and  some  rock.  The  feed  was  poverty  grass  rather  3031 
ihan  fox  tail,  and  next  to  the  dam  there  are  considerable  wild  oats, 
but  after  we  got  up  a  piece,  the  wild  oats  were  not  so  plentiful.  We 
saw  a  little  clover  once  in  a  while,  and  a  little  alfileria  in  one  section, 
but  it  is  not  an  alfileria  country.  The  section  first  from  the  dam  is  the 
best  that  I  saw.  This  was  Section  24. 

The  first  sections  we  went  on  to  might  carry  50  head  of  cattle, 
but  the  ones  further  up  would  not  carry  over  35  to  40,  and  some  of       3032 
them  would  not  carry  that  much  to  the  section. 
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The  hill  lands  to  the  east  of  Calaveras  Valley  do  not  compare  as 
grazing  lands  with  the  grazing  lands  in  Corral  Hollow.  The  lands 
which  I  bought  in  Corral  Hollow  are  better  by  a  great  deal.  It  is 
6  or  7  years  since  I  bought  the  McLaughlin  land  in  Corral  Hollow, 
consisting  of  three  sections,  17,  7  and  1,  two  of  which  are  in  Town- 
ship 4  South,  Range  5  East,  and  one  in  Township  4  South,  Range  4 
East.  For  Section  7  I  paid  $6,  and  for  either  Section  17  or  Section  1, 
I  paid  $5.50  or  $5.35.  I  paid  $5.50  for  one  of  them,  and  for  the  other 
$5.35,  but  for  which  one,  I  cannot  state.  In  round  figures  I  paid 

3033  $12,000  for  the  three  sections,  and  Section  7  was  more  than  a  full 
section,  as  it  contained  840  acres. 

I  bought,  in  1910,  from  Callaghan,  something  over  640  acres  of 
Section  6.  I  also  got  the  full  Section  36.  The  price  for  the  two  full 
sections  was  $12,000. 

About  two  years  ago  I  purchased  160  acres  in  Section  2,  Town- 
ship 4  South,  Range  4  East,  alongside  of  Section  1,  for  $500.  That 
purchase  was  made  from  Noble  &  Reed,  of  Stockton,  and  there  was  a 
house,  barn,  and  well  included  in  the  sale.  I  purchased  Section  9  a 
little  over  a  year  ago,  which  consists  of  good  grazing  land,  well  wat- 
ered and  fenced,  situated  four  miles  south  of  Midway,  which  is  a  rail- 

3034  road  station  on  the  Western  Pacific.    Mr.  Callaghan 's  map  shows  that 
it  is  in  Township  3  South,  Range  4  East.    I  paid  $8,000  for  640  acres 
in  that  section,  to  the  Crocker  &  Dillon  people.     You  could  farm  a 
small  piece  of  it,  30  or  40  acres,  but  you  would  spoil  the  balance  for 
grazing,  so  we  do  not  farm  any  of  it.     I  did  not  find  any  section  in 
Calaveras  that  compared  with  that  so  far  as  feed  is  concerned. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION   BY   MR.    MCCUTCHEN. 

I  said  that  I  bought  three  sections  for  $12,000,  all  better  land  than 
any  of  the  land  in  Sections  13  or  24,  over  which  I  went.  The  first 

3035  time  that  I  was  spoken  to  about  becoming  a  witness  in  this  case  was 
when  Mr.  Callaghan  asked  me  last  summer  to  go  up  with  him  to 
Calaveras  Valley,  and  at  that  time  I  went  with  him.     We  went  up 
on  the  road  overlooking  the  reservoir  last  year  when  we  were  looking 
for  pasture.    I  was  then  with  one  of  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.'s 
people.  I  was  not  with  Mr.  Callaghan.  When  I  went  with  Mr.  Callag- 
han, we  went  over  part  of  the  land.  I  made  two  trips  with  Mr.  Callag- 

3036  han,  and  the  first  time  I  looked  at  the  nature  of  the  country,  but  on 
the  information  gained  on  that  trip,  I  did  not  condemn  the  property. 

The  first  time  I  went  with  the  Spring  Valley  people  to  rent  that 
land,  I  expressed  an  opinion  that  what  they  showed  me  was  no  good. 
I  certainly  expressed  an  opinion  as  to  what  I  thought  of  that  country, 
and  as  far  as  good  pasture  land  goes,  it  is  not  a  country  that  would 
suit  me.  I  do  not  know  that  I  expressed  any  opinion  before  I  went 
on  the  stand,  but  when  I  did  go  on  the  stand,  I  told  you  that  as  a  good 
pasture  country  it  was  unfavorable. 
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Questioned  by  Master. 

In  that  statement  I  referred  to  the  range  in  general,  and  not  to 
the  valley. 

CROSS   EXAMINATION   BY   MR.   MCCUTCHEN. 

I  can  look  over  a  country,  and  see  a  range  pretty  well,  and  I  have 
been  familiar  with  those  mountains  for  years,  and  I  know  them  all 
when  I  see  them,  so  that  standing  down  on  the  floor  of  Calaveras  Val- 
ley and  looking  up  at  those  hills,  I  could  tell  what  sort  of  feed  there 
was  there.  The  feed  between  the  Calaveras  Valley  and  the  Arroyo  3037 
Valle  is  not  the  same  as  the  feed  in  all  the  other  places,  as  that  coun- 
try is  a  rougher  country.  Some  of  it  is  very  rough.  I  did  not  assume 
that  there  was  no  good  feed  on  the  easterly  side  of  Calaveras  Valley, 
and  did  not  say  that  I  saw  no  feed  that  attracted  me  at  the  time  I 
went  there.  I  saw  very  little  alfileria  or  clover.  The  feed  I  men- 
tioned I  saw  last  week.  I  would  expect  to  see  dry  alfileria  on  the  land 
if  it  was  there  now,  and  clover  burr  also.  I  did  not  see  a  great  deal  3038 
of  clover  burr. 

I  didn't  go  over  every  quarter  section,  but  I  went  on  Section  18 
for  a  half  a  mile,  and  there  is  very  little  clover  burr  there.  On  this 
trip  we  were  all  day,  leaving  Livermore,  I  should  judge,  about  six 
o'clock,  and  arriving  at  Calaveras  about  seven  o'clock,  and  returning 
to  Calaveras  about  sundown.  We  didn't  have  any  luncheon.  I  think 
I  could  tell  alfileria  if  I  saw  it  on  that  range  at  any  time.  I  could  see 
that  the  range  had  been  grazed  early  in  the  year.  There  is  very  few  qnqq 
stock  there  now.  When  a  stockman  goes  over  land,  he  can  tell  how 
many  stock  were  there  earlier  in  the  season  by  the  camping  ground. 
I  have  no  idea  how  many  stock  were  grazed  on  that  range  this  year. 
I  can  tell  by  looking  at  a  country  where  alfileria  grows,  and  you  can 
look  at  that  grazing  grass  and  see  that  it  has  not  been  there,  and  al- 
fileria does  not  grow  there  as  a  rule  in  any  quantity.  I  have  not  been 
there  at  each  season  of  the  year  to  know  whether  alfileria  was  there  or 
not,  and  was  not  there  in  the  spring  when  the  grass  was  green.  I  was 
never  there  then,  except  two  years  ago,  and  that  is  the  time  when  the 
cattle  would  have  fed  off  the  alfileria. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

I  was  not  up  on  the  range  two  years  ago,  I  was  only  at  the  dam, 
but  I  looked  at  the  range  from  the  sides  of  the  valley,  and  there  was 
no  alfileria  there. 

CROSS   EXAMINATION   BY   MR.    MCCUTCHEN. 

There  was  no  alfileria  there  then.    I  was  up  with  the  Spring  Val-        3040 
ley  people  at  that  time,  and  I  could  not  rent  any  land.    I  was  not  in 
the  valley,  but  I  looked  on  both  sides  of  the  Alameda  at  that  time. 
We  left  the  bridge  at  Sunol,  and  went  up  until  we  got  to  the  dam, 
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and  I  looked  at  it  clear  through.  Alfileria  and  wild  oats  hardly  ever 
grow  together  in  the  same  kind  of  country. 

Questioned  hy  Master. 

We  left  the  bridge  between  Sunol  and  the  Old  Mission,  and  went 
up  the  creek.  I  do  not  know  what  you  call  the  Upper  Alameda. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 

I  cannot  give  you  any  notion  as  to  who  the  man  was  that  took  me 
over  there  two  years  ago.  At  no  other  time  did  I  go  over  that  range 

3041  witl1  anyone  representing  the  Spring  Valley  Company.    That  was  in 
April  or  May,  I  don't  know  exactly,  but  it  was  a  dry  year.    The  feed 
in  Calaveras  was  not  dry  that  early  in  the  year,  nor  was  it  dry  in 
Corral  Hollow.    We  were  not  looking  for  feed  because  our  feed  was 
dry  in  Corral  Hollow.     We  always  look  ahead  for  feed  a  month  or 
two.    We  kept  our  stock  in  Corral  Hollow  until  May.    I  do  not  know 
what  the  normal  rainfall  is  in  Corral  Hollow,  although  I  have  lived 
there  since  1873.    Our  home  is  in  Livermore,  but  we  keep  our  stock 

3042  six  or  eight  months  in  the  year  in  Corral  Hollow,  just  to  feed  them, 
and  I  have  owned  property  there  since  1873,  and  have  a  place  where 
I  can  live,  eat  and  sleep.    Whenever  we  get  the  rainfall,  we  get  it  from 
Livermore  and  Tracy,  and  judge  by  that.    We  never  take  the  rain- 
fall in  Corral  Hollow.     Whenever  the  dry  years  come,  we  have  a 
shortage  of  feed  in  Corral  Hollow,  the  same  as  in  any  other  country, 
but  they  do  not  come  one  year  in  three.    In  my  time  in  Corral  Hollow 
we  had  about  five  or  six  dry  years.    We  do  not  run  our  stock  there 
for  more  than  6  or  7  months  in  the  year,  because  they  will  not 
do  on  this  feed  for  more  than  that  time,  and  allow  us  to  make  a 
profit  off  the  stock.    We  can  rely  on  that  range  for  feed  the  whole 
year  round  for  a  certain  class  of  stock,  and  we  have  them  there 

3043  now- 

This  is  not  an  extraordinary  year  in  Corral  Hollow.  We  had 
better  feed  last  year.  The  last  two  years  have  not  been  extraordinary, 
but  they  have  been  good.  Compared  with  the  two  years  ahead  of  this, 
the  last  two  years  were  good;  they  were  better  than  the  average.  If 
I  had  the  opportunity  to  take  two  ranges,  one  of  which  had  a  great 
deal  more  rain  than  the  other,  I  would  want  to  see  the  ranges  first. 
Bald  Mountains  gets  more  rain  than  below  the  Bald  Mountains,  but 
if  I  had  the  choice  of  the  two,  I  would  take  the  range  below,  as  it  is 
better  land. 

The  Corral  Hollow  lands  drain  into  the  San  Joaquin. 

I  looked  at  the  nature  of  the  Calaveras  country,  and  expressed  an 

3044  opinion  of  the  country  from  seeing  what  it  was  like.    That  is,  I  looked 
over  the  country,  and  condemned  it  as  being  poor.    I  went  with  Mr. 
Callaghan  to  make  a  thorough  examination  of  the  land,  and  give  you 
the  best  idea  I  could  of  it,  and  I  am  doing  that  now.    Mr.  Callaghan 
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did  not  tell  me  before  we  went  there  that  it  was  a  very  poor  range. 
I  did  not  tell  Mr.  Callaghan  before  I  went  with  him  that  it  was  a  poor 
range.  I  had  an  impression  of  the  land  below,  which  is  the  land  down 
the  Alameda  Creek  on  both  sides  from  the  dam,  but  I  did  not  have  an 
impression  as  to  the  lands  we  looked  over  last,  and  which  we  are  talk- 
ing about  now.  I  also  went  in  with  Mr.  Callaghan  the  first  time,  and 
looked  over  that  land,  and  we  spent  3  or  4  hours.  We  might  have  3045 
driven  hurriedly,  but  we  stopped  at  several  places  and  got  out  and 
went  around.  We  did  not  go  on  the  east  side, of  the  valley  at  all.  On 
the  west  side  we  got  out  and  looked  over  the  land  on  both  sides  of  the 
road,  and  then  came  to  the  dam;  then  we  went  and  looked  at  several 
pieces  on  the  west  side  of  the  valley.  We  looked  over  at  the  other  side, 
but  didn't  go  through  it.  I  have  told  you  all  of  my  experience  with 
that  grazing  land  up  to  the  time  when  I  took  the  stand  the  first  time. 
I  did  not  come  here  to  express  an  opinion  unfavorable  to  it  as  grazing 
land  at  that  time.  I  expressed  an  opinion  as  to  what  I  thought  of  the 
land.  I  did  not  tell  Mr.  Callaghan  that  I  would  come  here  and  tes- 
tify it  was  poor  land.  I  was  never  asked  to  testify  that  it  was  3946 
poor  land.  On  that  first  occasion  I  came  to  give  my  opinion  of 
the  land,  but  I  was  not  going  to  give  an  opinion  unfavorable  to 
it  at  that  time.  I  was  going  to  give  an  opinion  of  it  just  as  I  had 
seen  it. 

Questioned  by  Master. 

My  opinion  then  was  just  exactly  as  it  is  now;  I  went  over  the 
land  and  I  didn't  change  my  opinion  at  all. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION  BY  MR.  MCCUTCHEN. 

If  you  bring  me  to  a  country  and  put  me  on  a  peak  where  I  can 
look  over  the  country,  I  can  form  my  opinion  as  to  what  that  country 
is.  I  came  to  California  in  1872  and  engaged  in  the  stock  business  in 
1875.  I  earned  in  those  three  years  what  capital  I  had,  and  I  have 
been  in  the  stock  business  ever  since.  I  do  not  know  that  I  have  made 
a  fortune,  but  I  have  done  well  enough.  I  have  a  home,  and  have 
raised  a  family.  I  started  in  1875  with  a  capital  of  what  I  had  earned  394.7 
in  three  years  from  my  own  personal  exertions.  I  have  rented  land 
everywhere;  I  rented  lots  of  land  on  the  islands;  I  rent  cheap  land, 
or  where  I  can  buy  it,  I  buy  it  and  put  my  stock  there,  and  buy  other 
stock.  I  am  in  the  market  all  the  time  for  cheap  lands  if  I  can  get 
them  cheap  enough.  The  lands  that  we  have  had  heretofore,  we  used 
to  have  free  feed ;  now  we  rent  them.  When  we  rent  feed  some  years 
it  is  very  dry,  like  two  and  three  years  ago.  Sometimes  we  take  our 
stock  to  Nevada  and  feed  them,  and  walk  all  the  way.  Whenever  I 
can  get  a  piece  of  land  that  is  offered  for  sale  that  I  can  buy  at  a  snap, 
I  buy.  These  other  lands,  Section  7,  1  and  17,  were  never  offered  to 
me  but  the  one  time  I  bought  them.  I  do  not  know  that  I  have  a  repu-  3048 
tation  of  being  a  shrewd  buyer  of  grazing  lands;  I  never  sold  any. 
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After  I  get  hold  of  one  of  these  pieces  of  grazing  land,  I  do  not  let 
it  go. 

Without  having  seen  those  ranges  at  the  season  of  the  year  when 
the  feed  is  best,  I  still  say  that  I  can  tell  pretty  closely  how  many 
cattle  one  of  those  sections  will  support.  It  is  not  necessary  to  go 
there  when  the  feed  is  at  its  best.  I  have  learned  about  feeding  cattle 
from  putting  a  certain  number  of  cattle  inside  of  a  fence  on  certain 
land,  and  keeping  them  there.  There  is  a  good  deal  of  feed  there  yet 
on  some  of  those  ranges,  but  the  quality  of  the  feed  is  not  right. 

I  know  Johnny  Hayes,  and  he  is  a  pretty  good  cattle  man.  I  do 
not  know  whether  he  put  any  of  his  cattle,  or  any  of  Mrs.  Hearst's 

3049  cattle  on  any  of  that  range.     I  do  not  know  anything  about  whether 
they  had  in  the  neighborhood  of  900  cattle  on  there  this  spring.    I  can 
tell  pretty  nearly  by  the  looks  of  the  range  and  the  camping  places 
how  many  cattle  had  been  on  the  range,  and  there  might  have  been 
that  many  cattle  over  that  much  country,  but  if  there  were  that  many 
cattle  on  a  certain  section  there,  you  could  tell. 

I  cannot  tell  how  far  we  went  beyond  Camp  70.  It  is  close  to 
27,  and  we  went  through  27,  and  around  the  hill,  and  came  back.  I 
could  not  tell  you,  nor  give  you  any  impression  of  how  many  sections 

3050  we  passed  over.    I  just  took  a  general  look  over  that  country,  and  am 
telling  you  what  I  think  of  it.    We  went  on  saddle  horses  clear  up  the 
Mount  Day  road,  and  passed  Camp  70. 

I  did  not  examine  the  quarter  sections,  but  I  know  I  found  very 
little  clover  up  there.  I  found  some  close  to  the  dam,  probably  half 
a  mile  above  it.  After  that  for  a  mile  there  was  very  little,  although 
I  found  some.  I  got  off  my  horse  and  examined  the  ground  to  see  if 
I  could  find  any.  I  told  Mr.  Callaghan  I  couldn't  find  any  clover 
burrs,  but  I  do  not  know  what  he  found.  He  didn't  call  my  atten- 
tion to  any.  We  went  off  the  road  in  a  great  many  places,  and  then 
rode  back  again,  but  we  did  not  look  on  the  road  for  any  clover  burrs. 

3051  There  might  be  a  few  burrs,  but  it  is  something  you  wouldn't  notice 
unless  it  is  on  the  ground  thickly.     I  didn't  see  them  on  the  road 
thick,  nor  on  the  ground  after  I  got  a  mile  from  the  dam,  and  I  looked 
to  see  what  was  there.    I  did  not  tell  Mr.  Callaghan  that  I  was  look- 
ing for  clover  burrs.    I  saw  some  down  near  the  dam,  but  up  further 
I  didn't  see  any.     I  told  Mr.  Callaghan,  after  I  got  up  a  mile  from 
the  dam,  that  I  had  looked  to  see  some  clover  burrs,  but  couldn't  find 
any,  and  he  didn't  find  any  for  me.    Maybe  you  could  get  a  hat  full 
of  burrs  in  a  space  the  size  of  this  room,  but  that  is  not  what  we  call 
burrs.    I  didn't  find  places  on  the  road  after  I  got  a  mile  up  from 
the  dam  that  I  would  call  literally  covered  with  clover  burrs.     If  I 

3052  found  an  abundance  of  clover  burrs  up  there,  it  would  have  had  an 
effect  on  my  opinion  as  to  the  value  of  the  range. 

Questioned  by  Master. 
I  am  64  years,  past. 
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Pasture  land,  location  of  on  De  Saissett  Place  M-239 2602  703-704 

Rancho  el  Valle  de  San  Jose,  not  commercially  adapted 

for   fruit   growing 2604  704-705 

Report  of  inspection  by  Master,  Counsel  and  witnesses. .     2658  721 

Soil,  general  description 2600-2607  703-706 

Soil,  various  parcels  (Parsons) 2621  711 
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ALAMEDA  CREEK  LANDS— Continued. 

Valuation,    (Parsons) 2568-2570  693-694 

2602-2605  704-705 

2610-2612        707 

2615  708 

2619-2622  710-711 

Valuation,  Parcel  H-268   (Parsons) 2935  777 

2939 

Valuation,  Parcel  X-268   (Parsons) 2942  778 

2943 

Valued  for  agricultural  purposes  (Parsons) 2580  696-697 

ALAMEDA  COUNTY  LANDS 

Method  of  appraisal  (Parsons) 2641  718 

2647  720 

ALAMEDA  SUGAR  COMPANY 

Bought  the  De  Lopes  place  from  Donahue 2207  608 

Bought  Merriwa  Stock  Farm 2360  646 

Sale  of  land  to  Salz 1749  480 

ALAMO  CANAL 

Compared  land  on,  with  Chabot  land 2462  667 

Value   of  land 2451  665 

ALFALFA 

Acreage  suitable  for 2507  676 

Area  planted  on  McDermott  Ranch 2507  676 

Average  cuttings  per  acre  on  278 2180  600 

Calaveras  lands,  irrigated  will  produce  5  crops  annually  2997  789 

Calaveras  lands,  parcels  which  would  produce 2913  772 

Calaveras  Valley  not  adapted  to 1484  417 

Can  be  grown  in  Calaveras 1640  452 

Can  be  grown  in  Calaveras,  with  irrigation 1952  541 

Does  well  on  Parcel  278,  Pleasanton  lands 2749  740 

Estimated  production  of,  at  Calaveras 1955  541 

Estimated  yield  on  Chabot  land,  if  drained 2057  567 

Fine  fertilizer    2750  740 

General  remarks  on  (Parsons) 2723  734 

2724 

Grows  on  alkali  land  (Callaghan) 2169  596 

Grows  on  gravelly  land  around  Livermore 2166  595 

Lighter  crops  in  gravelly  soil 2137  586 

Location,  on  Chabot  Land 2038  562 

Method  of  growing  on  Parcel  O-268,  Pleasanton  land...  2717  733 

2718 

Not  affected  like  other  crops  by  alkali 2547  686 

On  Q-268  compared  with  O-268 2725  735 

2727  735 

Parcel  O-268,  Pleasanton  lands,  condition  of 2702  729 

2703  730 

2964  782 

2985  787 

Parcel  O-268,  yield  of 2463  668 


INDEX 


Becord  Abstract 
ALFALFA— Continued. 

Poor  crops  might  be  due  to  lack  of  irrigation  on  Pleas- 

anton  lands 2727  735 

2728  735 

Production  of  in  Kern  County 1953  541 

Will  renew  grain  land 2557  690 

Yield  of  on  Hop  Yard  land 2060  568 

ALFALFA  LAND 

Amount  required  to  support  a  cow 1537  429 

Kental  value  of 2063  569 

Value  of  (Means) 1536  429 

ALFILERIA 

Calaveras  not  an  alfileria  country 3031  795 

Can  be  found  on  Calaveras  lands 1971  545 

Disappearance  in  Corral  Hollow  country  and  Coast  Hills  2497  675 

Not  in  quantity  on  Calaveras 3039  797 

On  Parcel  Y-268,  Calaveras  lands 2936  777 

Parsons  does  not  know  much  about  it 3004 

3005  791 

ALKALI 

Affected  by  irrigation 2705-2712  730-732 

Affected  by  manure 2986-2989  787 

Affects  heavy  soil  most 2550  687 

Affects  heavy  loam  the  most 2550  687 

Alfalfa  grows  where  it  is  found 2169  596 

Amount  of,  on  Chabot  land 2017  558 

2033  562 

2035  562 

2040  563 

Appearance  of  black 2070  570 

Black  and  white  on  Chabot  land 2495  675 

Black  and  white,  no  distinction 2556  689 

Carried  on  to  Chabot  land  by  water 2055  567 

Chabot  place    2558-2563  690-691 

Comparison,  black  and  white 2035  562 

2449 

2450  665 

Effects  depends  on  season 2565  692 

2566 

Effects  of  alkali  on  land 2216  610 

Effects  on  alfalfa,  Par.  O-268  Pleasanton  lands 2705-2712  730-732 

Effects  on  beets,  Par.  O-268  Pleasanton  lands 2721  734 

2723  734 

Effects  on  Hop  Yard  Tract  O-268 2496  675 

Effects  etc.,  on  valuation 2556  689 

In  Pleasanton  lands 1731  474 

1735  475 

1737  476 

1739  477 

,  1743  478 
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ALKALI— Continued. 

In  various  parcels  in  Pleasanton  lands 2742  738 

2743 

In  various  small  parcels,  Pleasanton  lands,  cuts  no  ice. . .  2755  741 

Its  presence  causes  $200  per  acre  difference  in  value .  —  2170  597 

Location  of,  on  Chabot  land 2037  562 

2041     563 

2068     570 

2071     570 

Merriwa  Stock  Farm  impregnated  with 2761  743 

On  Chabot  land 2016  558 

On  Parcel  O-268  Pleasanton  lands,  hearsay 2705-2712     730-732 

On  Schween  lands,  S-268  location  of 2215  610 

ALMONDS 

Calaveras,  not  commercially  adapted  to 2449  665 

Possible  production  of  at  Calaveras 1955  541 

Thrifty  on  Patton  land 2024  560 

Eemoved  on  account  of  frost 2021  559 

ALTAMONT  LANDS 

Compared  with  Calaveras  (Parsons) 2682  725 

Eainfall  compared  with  Calaveras  (Parsons) 2682  726 

2683  726 

ALVISO 

Character  of  soil 1551  432 

ANDERSON  LAND 

Location  and  price  of 2079  572 

APPERSON  RANCH 

Condition  of  cattle 1406  399 

APPLE  ORCHARD 

On  Manuel  Silveria  place 2338  641 

APPRAISALS 

By  Callaghan,  method  of  arranging 1892  526 

APRICOTS 

Would  be  an  experiment  at  Calaveras 1957  542 

APRICOT  ORCHARD 

Near   Hansen   land 1554  433 

ARBITRATOR 

Colonel  Goethals  proposed  by  Mr.  Green  for  reproduction 

cost  of  physical  structures 2650  720 

ARMSTRONG  TO  ANDERSON 

Sale  of  land 174g  480 

ARROYO  HONDA  LANDS 

Available  for  water  production 2405-2411     657-659 

Value  for  water  purposes  is  not  more  than  for  other 

purposes  (Callaghan)    2412  659 

2413 

ARROYO  MOCHO  LANDS 

Feed  as  good  as  on  Calaveras  lands 2697  728 

Feed  lasts  longer  in  Mocho  than  in  Calaveras 2957  781 

2960  782 
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AEROYO  MOCHO  LANDS-Continued.  E6C°rd 

Green  feed  after  the  month  of  May 3003  790 

Parsons,   visits   to 2993  788 

Eainfall  and  climate  compared  with  Calaveras 2348  644 

2349  644 

2956  781 

2957 

Sale  Sec.  11,  Winship  to  Peter  Moy 2695  728 

Sale  of  Sec.  19-13,  Mary  I.  Crocker  to  Jas.  Gallagher 2305  635 

Sec.  11  compared  with  Sec.  24  of  Calaveras  lands 2695-2697  728 

Soil  as  good  as  at  Calaveras 2697  728 

ARROYO  VALLE  LANDS 

Average  value  per  acre  (Parsons) 2841  758 

Callaghan  'a  value  is  market  value 1711  468 

Compared  with  Patterson  place 2592  700 

Description  of   (Parsons) 2581-2585  697-699 

2596  701 

2597  702 

Detailed  description  of  (Callaghan) 1713  468 

Detail   valuation    (Callaghan) 1713  468 

Dingee,  W.  J.,  land  price  of 2432  662 

Divides  $500  land  from  other  lands 2143  588 

Lands  south  greater  capacity  for  crops  than  lands  north  2568  693 

Improvements  not  valued  (Parsons) 2583  698 

Jordan  Place,  A-243,  suitable  for  pasture  only 2581  697 

Orchard  on  D-243 2583  697 

Parcel  Y-239,  good  for  pasture  only 2581  697 

Rainfall  compared  with  Calaveras 2956  781 

2957 

Rough    country 3037  797 

Sales,  by  Parsons .' 2587-2593  699-700 

Soil,  yellow  clay 2583  697-698 

Total  value   (Parsons) 2586  699 

Valuation  of  (Parsons) 2581-2586  697-699 

2596  701 

2597  702 

Value  Sec.  19  (Callaghan) 2305  635 

ASSESSED  VALUATIONS 

Callaghan  not  influenced  by 2124  582 

Of  farming  land  is  about  75%  of  its  value 2204  606 

ASSESSORS 

Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  given  the  worst  of  it  by 2124  583 

BACHELOR  CANYON 

Sales— not  known  by  Callaghan . . .  2345  643 

BANK  LOANS 

None  made  in  Pleasanton,  San  Antonio,  Sunol,  Calaveras 

or  Arroyo  Valle  districts  by  Parsons'  banks 2666-2667  722 

Bank  of  Livermore  to  Butler,  sale  of  land 1735  475 

BARIOLHET  RANCH 

Location  and  price  of 1685  462 
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BARLEY 

18  to  25  sacks  to  acre,  production  of  well  tilled  land 2768  744 

Estimated  production  on  Chabot  land 2012  557 

2014  557 

Extraordinary   yield 2185  602 

4000  sacks  per  season  not  possible  on  Weller  land 1791  495 

Good  crop  25  to  35  sacks 2185  602 

Gus  Hagemann  Ranch,  production  of 2185  602 

Livermore  Ranch,  production  of 2176  599 

Mohr  Ranch,  production  of 2185  602 

Production  of  on  Parcel  O-268  Pleasanton  lands 2704  730 

2964  782 

Production  of  in  Calaveras  Valley 1918  532 

Quantity  per  acre  from  Chabot  Ranch 1462  411 

Schween  Ranch,  production  of 2185  602 

BARLEY  LANDS 

That  will  produce  25  sacks  to  the  acre 2088  573 

BARRETT  RANCH 

Sale    price 1680  461 

BASEBALL  GROUNDS 

Q-268  best  land  at  Pleasanton 2234  616 

BEANS 

Extensively  grown  in  Santa  Clara  Valley 1534  429 

BEARD  LAND 

Sale  of  land  near 1749 

BEETS 

Can  be  grown  at  Calaveras 1540  430 

1640  452 

Cost  of  hauling  from  Calaveras 1648  454 

1650  455 

Fair  crop  per  acre 1447  408 

2087  573 

Lack  of  transportation  for,  at  Calaveras 1647  454 

Lack  of  water  for,  at  Calaveras 1647  454 

Parcel  O-268  Pleasanton  lands,  not  good  for  beets 2719  733 

2720  733 

2722  734 

Parcel  U-268  suitable  for,  if  watered 2551  688 

Price  of 1652  455 

BENCH  LAND 

On  Nusbaumer  land  described  and  valued  (Parsons) 2577  696 

....  2578  696 
BEN  OXSEN  PLACE  284 

Valuation    (Callaghan) 2212  609 

BLACOW  LAND 

Vegetables  could  be  raised  on 2206  607 

BLAKE  LAND 

Compared  with  Nusbaumer  land 2823-2827  755-756 

Parcel  267,  description,  value,  soil,  etc.   (Parsons) 2576  695 

viii 


INDEX 

BLAND  LAND  EeC°rd 

Description   of    (Callaghan) 1826  507 

Parcel  Z-268,  detailed  description  (Parsons) 2919  773 

2929  775 

Parcel  X-268  and  Z-268  compared 1934  536 

Value  of,  too  high  (Callaghan) 2006  556 

BOLINGEE  LAND 

Compared  with  Brandt  Hansen  land 1873  521 

1875  522 

1877  522 

Compared  with  Preisker,  Levy,  Brandt  Hansen  and  Weller  2659  721 

Description   of    (Parsons) 2658  721 

Offered  for  sale  at  $35  an  acre 1863  520 

Production   of   hay  on 1863  519 

1872  521 

Sale  price  $35,000  (Parsons) 2658  721 

BORGES  LAND 

Callaghan  acquainted  with 2174  598 

Description   of    (Parsons) 2661  721 

Fallon  acquainted  with 1450  409 

Improvements    on 1464  412 

Price   sold   for 2457  666 

Quality   of 2067  570 

Raised  250  sacks  of  potatoes  to  the  acre 1452  409 

Segregation  of  values   (Callaghan) 2459  666 

2460  667 

Value  of  (Fallon) 1453  409 

BEANDT-HANSEN  LAND 

Compared  to  Bollinger  land 2659  721 

Compared  to  Parcel  225 2003  555 

Condition  of  soil 1636  451 

Description  of  (Means) 1508  423 

(Callaghan) 1812  502 

Examination  of    (Means) 1582  438 

1632  450 

Location  of  good  portions 1926  534 

1931  537 

Method  of  valuing  (Callaghan) 1896  527 

Original  valuation  of  (Callaghan) 1893  526 

Production  of  hay  on 1861  519 

Uses   of    1860  519 

Value   of    (Callaghan) 1862  519 

(Parsons) 2947-2948  779 

Would  be  worth  $100  an  acre  if  fruit  could  be  grown 1961  543 

Would  grow  fruit 1513  424 

BEOILLIAE  LAND 

Callaghan  has  no  knowledge  of  sale  to  Williams 2365  647 

Compared  to  Hadsell  land  and  N-239 2365-2366  648 

BEUSH 

Dougherty  ranch 2478  671 
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BUTTER  FAT 

Amount  produced  by  a  cow  ...........................  1594  **1 

...........................  1537  429 

CALAVERAS 

Distance  from  San  Francisco  ..........................  I539 

CALAVERAS  GRAZING  LANDS 

Rental  of   ...........................................  1859  519 

CALAVERAS  HILL  LAND 

Compared  to  hills  west  of  Santa  Clara  Valley  ..........  1663  457 

CALAVERAS  LANDS 

Acreage  required  to  run  a  steer  .......................  1391  396 

.......................  1394  396 

.......................  1482  416 

Adobe  lands,  comparison  of  ...........................  2129 

Alfalfa  can  be  grown  on  ..............................  1536  429 

Alfalfa  could  be  grown,  but  not  continuously  ...........  2912 

Alfileria  on  Parcel  Y-268  .............................  2936  777 

Annual   production   of  alfalfa   with   irrigation,    5    crops 

per   year    .........................................  2997  789 

Apricot  orchard  near  Hansen  place  ......................  1554 

Available  for  reservoir  purposes  (Callaghan)  ...........  2379-2381  651-652 

Average  price  for  grazing  lands  ......................  1839  511 

Best  bottom  land  valued  at  $150;  hill  land  at  $40  or  $50 

per  acre   (Parsons)  .................................  2893  769 

Cattle,  carrying  capacity   (Connolly)  ..................  3031  795 

Classification  of   .....................................  1480  416 

Clover,  very  little  on  .................................  3050  800 

.................................  3052  800 

Clover  on  Parcel  Y-268  (Parsons)  .....................  2936  777 

Compared  with  Altamont  lands  ........................  2682  725 

Compared  to  Santa  Clara  lands  .......................  1479  414 

Compared  to  Solano  Irrigated  Farms  ..................  1522  426 

Compared  with  Pope-Patterson  place  ..................  2639  718 

Compared  to  Solano  lands  ............................  1544  431 

Comparison  of  grazing  lands  with  Corral  Hollow  ........  3032  796 

Comparison  of  330  and  331  (Parsons)  ..................  2886-2889  767-768 

.................  2903  770 

Comparison  of  market  values,  various  parcels  ..........  2910  772 

Comparison  of  Parcel  330  with  321   (Parsons)  .........  2889  768 

Comparison  of  Parcels  323  and  321  ....................  2909  771 

Comparison  of  various    parcels  ........................  1936  537 

........................  1962  543 

........................  2903  770 

Comparison  with  Sections  35-5   (Callaghan)  ............  2305  635 

Comparison  of  331  with  330,  321,  322,  323,  324,  325  ......  2878-2881  766 

Comparison  of  production  with  Parcel  O-268  Pleasanton 

lands   ..............  .  ..............................  3000  790 

Compared  with  other  lands  suitable  for  reservoir  purposes  2949  779 

2953  780 


INDEX 


CALAVERAS  LANDS-Continued. 

Comparison  with  Merritt  Islands  ......................  2998 

......................  2999  789 

Description  of   (Parsons)  .............................  2606-2620  705-710 

...........................  2622-2634  711-717 

Description  of  various  parcels  .........................  1987  550 

.........................  1989  551 

.........................  2032  562 

Description  and  valuation  of  Brandt  place  .............  2947 

.............  2948  779 

Detailed  description  (Callaghan)  ......................  1766  485 

......................  1776  489 

Detailed  description  246   (Parsons)  ....................  2934  776 

....................  2935  777 

Detailed  description  Parcel  H-268   (Parsons)  ...........  2935  777 

...........  2939  777 

Detailed  description  Parcel  X-268  (Parsons)  ............  2942  778 

............  2943  778 

Detailed  description  Parcel  Z-268  Bland  land  (Parsons)  .  .  2919  773 

.  .  2929  775 

Detailed  description  various  parcels  (Parsons)  .........  2608-2620  706-711 

.........  2622-2635  711-717 

Detailed  valuation    (Callaghan)  .......................  1766  485 

.......................  1776  489 

(Parsons)  .......................  2608-2620  706-711 

......................  2622-2635  711-717 

Difference  between  various  tracts  .....................  1503  422 

Difference  in  valuation  as  to  Oak  Eidge  (Parsons)  ......  2975  784 

......  2976  785 

Discussion  by  Parsons  and  Callaghan  of  reservoir  site....  3013  793 

____  3014  793 

Do  not  produce  alfileria  in  quantity  (Connolly)  .........  3039  797 

Edenvale,   comparable   with  ...........................  1529  427 

Effects  of  rainfall  (Parsons)  ..........................  2956  781 

..........................  2957  781 

Evidence  of  clover  burrs  .............................  1413  401 

Examination  of,  by  Connolly  ......  ..  ...................  1469  412 

Examination  (second)   by  Connolly  ....................  3030  795 

Examination  of  by  Hatch  .............................  1693  463 

.............................  1694  463 

Examination  of  by  Means  ............................  1477  415 

............................  1509  423 

............................  1559  434 

............................  1562  434 

............................  1565  435 

............................  1569  436 

............................  1577  437 

............................  1580  438 

Examination  superficial   (Means)  ......................  1530  428 

Excessive  rain  of  no  advantage  .......................  3004  790 
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CALAVEBAS  LANDS— Continued. 

Extent  of  tule  growth  2914  773 

Fallon  does  not  know  of  any  sales 1426  403 

Fallen  don't  know  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  boundaries. .     1425  403 

Feed  as  good  as  on  Arroyo  Moeho  (Parsons) 2697  728 

Feed,  condition  of   (Connolly) 3030-3031  795 

3037-3038  797 

Feed  lasts  longer  in  the  Mocho  than  in  Calaveras  (Par- 
sons)       2957  781 

2960  782 

Feed   not   nutritious 1785  493 

... .  1975  546 

1982 

Fruit  trees  on  Sherman  Place 2918  773 

2919  773 

Grasses  grown  on 1968  545 

Grazing  lands    (Callaghan) 2306-2308  635-636 

Grazing  lands  (Connolly) 3048  799 

3050  800 

Grazing  lands,  Sec.  24  good  (Parsons) 2695  728 

Hay  production  per  acre,  Parcel  Y-268 1823  506 

High  prices  paid  by  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  (Parsons)  2637  718 

Highest  use  of  (Callaghan) 1707  467 

1858  518 

Hill  lands  best  adapted  to  hay,  grain  and  pasture  (Par- 
sons      2636  717 

718 

Hill  lands  not  adapted  for  fruit  growing  (Parsons) 2636  717-718 

If  re-appraised,  he  would  value  Pomeroy  and  Sherman 

lands  as  before   (Parsons) 2900  770 

Independent  valuation  made  by  Means 1565  435 

Kinds  of   grass  on 1405  399 

Knowledge  of,    (Fallon) 1390  395 

1426  403 

Known  as  well  by  Callaghan  as  Arroyo  Mocho 2348  644 

Location  of  good  feed 1987  550 

1989  551 

2008  556 

2010  556 

Method  of  determining  grazing  land  values  (Parsons) . . .  2699  729 

. . .  2700  729 

Method  of  valuing  Parcel  330  (Parsons) 2892  768 

Mistake  in  valuation  of  Parcel  Z-268  (Parsons) 2922  774 

2927  775 

Moisture  in  sub-soil 1564  435 

Not  adapted  to  alfalfa 1603  443 

Not  an  alfileria  country  (Connolly) 3031  795 

Not  as  well  adapted  for  fruit  and  vegetables  as  Santa 

Clara  Valley  (Parsons) 2637  718 

On  a  whole  a  stock  raising  proposition  (Parsons) 2634  717 
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CALAVERAS  LANDS-Continued. 

Opinion  expressed  by  Connolly 3036  796 

Orchards    on „ 1881  523 

1947  540 

1962  543 

Orchards    on    Pomeroy    Creek,    Patton    Place,    Priesker 

Place,  etc.  (Callaghan) 2125  583 

Original  valuation  of  Sec.  6  (Callaghan) 1903  529 

Over-valued  parcel  330  100%  (Parsons) 2894  769 

Parcel  225,  description  of  (Parsons) 2866-2874  763-765 

Parcel  F-241  good  only  for  fishing  and  hunting  (Parsons)     2609  706-707 

Parcel  246,  production  of  hay  1%  ton  maximum  (Parsons)     2610  707 

Parcel  251,  %  farming  land  (Parsons) 2610-2611  707 

Parcel  251,  1%  tons  hay  maximum  (Parsons) 2610-2611  707 

Parcel  b-268  suitable  for  hay  and  grain  (Parsons) 2623  712 

Parcel  c-268,  %  can  be  farmed  (Parsons) 2623  712 

Parcel  e-268,  50  to  60  acres  can  be  farmed  (Parsons) . . .     2624  712-713 
Parcel  f-268,  small  areas  good  for  hay  and  grain  (Par- 
sons)         2624  712-713 

Parcel  g-268,  %  can  be  farmed  (Parsons) 2624  712-713 

Parcel  j-268,  V2  can  be  farmed  to  hay  (Parsons) 2625  713 

Parcel  k-268,  can  be  farmed  to  hay  (Parsons) 2625  713 

Parcel  p-268,  hay  production  %  ton  (Parsons) 2614  708 

Parcels  r-v-w-x-268  undesirable  tracts  (Parsons) 2633-2634  716-717 

Parcels  x-268  and  z-268  compared 1934-1935  536-537 

Parcel  z-268,  good  pasture  land  (Parsons) 2920  774 

Parcel  322,  good  for  farm  land  (Parsons) 2616  708-709 

Parcel  323  best  land  there  (Parsons) 2908  771 

2616  708-709 

Parcel  324,  all  tillable  (Parsons) 2616  708-709 

Parcel  330,  good  for  hay  and  grain  (Parsons) 2628  714 

Parcel  331,  %  can  be  farmed  to  hay  and  grain  (Parsons)  2629-2630  715 

Parsons  would  not  pass  on  market  value  as  of  1875 2983-2984  786-787 

Peaches,  plums,  apricots,  etc.,  could  be  grown  on 1567  435 

Prior  to  examination  Connolly  expressed  poor  opinion  of 

them    3043  798 

Production  of  hay  per  acre 1788  494 

Prune  orchard  in  325  cannot  be  farmed  every  year 2911  772 

Prune  orchard  not  valued 1800  498 

Quality  of  fruit  indifferent 1661  457 

Eainfall  compared  with  Altamont 2682-2683  726 

Eainfall  compared  with  Arroyo  Valle  and  Mocho 2955-2957  781 

Range  value  hill  farming  land  (Parsons) 2635  717 

Range  values  pasture  lands  (Parsons) 2636  717-718 

Sec.  24  compared  with  Sec.  11,  Arroyo  Mocho  (Parsons)  2695-2697  728 

Segregation  of  parcel  223  (Callaghan) 1935  537 

Segregated  values  of  parcels  (Callaghan) 1987  550 

1989  551 

1997  553 

2001  554 
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Snowfall,   extent   of 3001  790 

Soil  as  good  as  on  Arroyo  Mocho 2697  728 

Soil  compared  to  Edenvale 1638  451 

Soil,  parcels  330  and  331  (Parsons) 2630-2631        715 

Soil  and  sub-soil,  depth  and  comparison  of  (Callaghan) .     2130  584 

Soil,  various  parcels  (Parsons) 2608-2620  706-711 

2622-2635  711-717 

South  and  west  slopes  the  best 1984  549 

Sub-irrigated  land  in  Parcels  323  and  325  (Parsons) 2912  772 

The  Sherman  lands  have  greatest  market  value  (Parsons) 3005-3006        791 

Topham  land,  detailed  description  (Parsons) 2930-2931  775-776 

Tule  growth,  Sherman  Place  (Parsons) 2916-2918        773 

Tules,  where  located   (Parsons) 2913  772 

Twenty  visits  to  Parcel  330  (Parsons) 2891  768 

Types  of  land 1618  447 

Valley  farming  lands  best  adapted   to  hay,  grain  and 

fodder    (Parsons) 2635  717 

Valuations  not  influenced  by  assessed  valuations  (Calla- 
ghan)         2124  582 

Valuations  of,   (Parsons) 2606-2609  705-707 

2610-2620  707-710 

2622-2634  711-717 

Valuation  of  farming  land  (Parsons) 2920  774 

Valuation  of  good  pasture  land,  Par.  324  (Parsons) 2921  774 

Valuation  of  poor  pasture  land,  Par.  324  (Parsons) 2921  774 

Valuation  Parcel  246  (Parsons) 2934-2935  776-777 

Valuation  Parcel  268  (Parsons) 2935  777 

2939  777 

Valuation  Parcel  Z-268,  Bland  land,  (Parsons) 2919  773 

2929  775 

Valuation  Sec.  6,  Twp.  6,  R.  2  E.  (Callaghan) 2119  581 

Valuation  of  valley  land  (Parsons) 2920  774 

2981  786 

Value  for  reservoir  purposes  (Callaghan) 2384-2385  652-657 

Value  for  reservoir  purposes  no  greater  than  market  or 

agricultural    (Parsons) 2983  786 

Value  of  reservoir  site  (Callaghan) 2482-2491  672-674 

Value  for  water  purposes  (Callaghan) 2412-2413        659 

Value  of  (Means) 1478  415 

Value  of  cattle  range  (Means) 1677  450 

Value  of  farming  land  (Means) 14g3  415 

Value  of  grazing  lands  (Fallen) 1391  396 

1426     403 

1436     405 

1438     406 

(Callaghan) 1708  467 

Value  of  parcels  surrounding  Parcel  E-241 2006  555 

Valuation,  Parcel  X-268   (Parsons) 2942-2943        778 

Value  reduced  on  sub-irrigated  land  (Parsons) ......        '.     2911  772 


INDEX 

CALAVEEAS  LANDS— Continued. 

Value  would  not  be  affected  by  growing  orchards 1513  424 

Vineyard  included  in  value  of  Mendoza  land 1808  500 

Vineyards  on    1881  523 

Water  on  Parcel  A-241  (Parsons) 2931  776 

2933 

Water  on  Topham  land,  Parcel  Y-268  (Parsons) 2933  776 

Would  be  worth  more  if  fruit  could  be  grown  (Callaghan)  1960  543 
CALAVEEAS  EANGES 

Has  more  brush  than  any  other  range  in  California 1996  553 

CALAVEEAS  EESEEVOIE— available  site  (Callaghan) ...  .2482-2491  672-674 
CALAVEEAS  EESEEVOIE  LANDS 

Parcel  320  best  tract  in  that  locality  (Parsons) 2616  708-709 

Value  not  in  excess  of  market  value  (Means) 1500  421 

CALAVEEAS  EESEEVOIE  SITE— Available  for  agriculture 

and   pasturage    2493-2495  674-675 

CALAVEEAS  VALLEY 

Alfalfa,  not  adapted  to 1484  417 

Climate    of    1639  451 

Comparison  of  hill  slopes 1794  496 

Compared  with  Hansen-Snell  place  (Parsons) 2637  718 

Depth  of  soil 1641  452 

1654  455 

Difficult  to   irrigate 1657  456 

Examination  of  soil  by  Means 1552  432 

No  sub-irrigated  lands 1478  415 

Productivity  of   (Callaghan) 1917  532 

Prune  crops  late 1637  451 

Eieh  lands  north  of  331  (Parsons) 2878  766 

Soil  conditions   1919  533 

Source  of  soil 1999-2000  554 

Sub-irrigated  land  (Parsons) 2980  786 

Value    of    (Means) 1484  417 

1523  426 

CALLAGHAN,  M.  G. 

Direct  examination   1701  466 

1854  517 

Cross  examination  1855  518 

Be-direct    examination 2412  559 

2468  668 

2498  676 

2526  680 

2531  682 

Ee-cross    examination 2468  668 

2498  676 

2507  676 

2525-2526  680 

Adobe  soil,  Eomaguierre  place 2258-2259  623 

Alamo  Canal  land  values 2451  665 
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CALLAGHAN  &  OWENS— cattle  on  Corral  Hollow 2353  645 

CALLAGHAN,  JOHN"— referred  to  Corral  Hollow,  Callaghan  2350  644 

CALLAGHAN  EANCH— sale  price  of 1429  404 

CALIFOENIA  SAFE  DEPOSIT  &  TRUST  CO.— own  Corral 

Hollow  lands  (Callaghan) 2353  645 

CAMPBELL  LAND— description  of  (Callaghan) 1824  506 

CAPACITY — of  reservoirs,  testified  to  by  Means 1500  421 

CARNEGIE  LAND— gravel   2375  651 

CASTERSON  CAROLINE  PLACE— description  by  Callaghan  2333  640-641 

Description  (Callaghan)   2120  582 

Notes  on  value  (Callaghan) 1902  528 

CATTLE 

Calaveras,  amount  carried  on  a  section  (Connolly) 3031  795 

Condition  of,  on  Apperson   Ranch 1406  399 

Condition  of,  at  Calaveras   1395  397 

Condition  of,  on  Donnelly  Dunne  Ranch 1403  398 

Condition  of,  Morrow  stock   1399  397 

1402  398 

Corral  Hollow  (Callaghan) 2352-2353  644-645 

Prom  Calaveras  country  not  good 1432  405 

Grades  of 1395  397 

Mexican  and  Arizonan  will  not  fatten  on  Calaveras  range  1404  398 

Number  of  acres  required  to  run  a  steer  at  Calaveras 1391  396 

....  1394  396 

On  Calaveras  lands  in  fair  condition 1981  548 

Parsons   experience   in    raising 2671  723 

Parsons ',  where  purchased 2539  684 

Prices  paid  to  Calaveras  farmers  for 1397  397 

Profit  $43  per  head 1429  404 

Sold  from  Morrow  Ranch  annually 1399  397 

Weight  of  Mexican 1396  397 

CATTLE  RANCHES— hard  to  get  in  Santa  Clara  County 1688  462 

CATTLE  RANGES 

Oak  Ridge  at  certain  seasons  has  good  feed  (Parsons)  . . .  2689  727 

Parsons  experience  with 2673  724 

Traveled  by  Fallen 1401  398 

CHABOT  CANAL— description  of 1453  409 

CHABOT  LAND 

Acreage  under  water 1456  410 

1458  410 

Adobe  soil  on 2043  563 

Alfalfa,  will  not  grow 1420  402 

Alkali  and  its  effects   (Parsons) 2558-2563  690-691 

Alkali,  black  or  white  (Callaghan) 2495  675 

Alkali  on   2016  558 

Amount  of  alkali  on 2033  562 

2035  562 

2040  563 
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Area  of  good  land  ...................................  2109  579 

...................................  2111  579 

Area  planted  to  beets  ................................  1448  408 

Character  of  soil  ................................  '.  ____  1394  396 

.....................................  1432  405 

.....................................  1440  407 

.....................................  1442  407 

.....................................  1491  419 

Compared  to    Head-Hewlett    Banch  ....................  2108  578 

Compared  to    U-268    (Callaghan)  ......................  2153  591 

Compared  with  Whalen  land  ..........................  2460  667 

Condition   of   crops  ...................................  1445  408 

Condition  of  hay  grown  on  ...........................  2015  558 

Could   be    drained  ....................................  2045  564 

....................................  2049  565 

Crop  conditions    .....................................  2011  557 

Crops,  general  remarks  by  Parsons  ....................  2558-2563  690-691 

Crops  grown  on  ......................................  1461  411 

Crops  produced  from  .................................  1419  402 

.................................  1421  403 

Drainage     ...........................................  2563  691 

Drainage    conditions  ..................................  2051  566 

Drainage    possibilities    .  ..............................  2460-2461  667 

Estimated  barley  production  ..........................  2012  557 

..........................  2014  557 

Estimated  production  of  wheat  ........................  2012  557 

Estimated  yield  of  alfalfa  if  drained  ..................  2057  567 

Examination  by  Callaghan    .....  ......................  2039  563 

Examination  by  Means    ..............................  1501  421 

History  of    ..........................................  1393  396 

Knowledge  of   (Fallen)  ...............................  1392  396 

Knowledge  of  geological  formation  (Means)  ...........  1603  443 

Location  of  good  soil  .................................  2074  571 

Method  of  valuing   (Callaghan)  .......................  2019  559 

Parson's  knowledge  of  crop  production  ................  2559-2563  690-691 

Possibility  of  draining  ................................  1440  407 

................................  1422  403 

Price  paid  Spring  Valley  Water  Co  ....................  2114  580 

Quality  of  land  ......................................  1444  408 

Segregation  of  value  (Callaghan)  ......................  2111  579 

Some  worth  $175  to  $200  per  acre  .....................  2109  579 

Value  (Callaghan)     ..................................  1743  478 

Value  (Callaghan)     .............................  .....  2010  556 

Value  (Fallon)    ......................................  1394  396 

Value  (Fallen)    ......................................  1420  402 

Value  (Fallon)    ......................................  1422  403 

Value  (Easmussen)    ..................................  1439  406 

Value  of,  if  drained  (Callaghan)  ......................  2052  566 

......................  2056  567 
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CHEMISTEY— no   knowledge   of    (Callaghan) 2140  587 

CHICKEN  EANCHES— Parcel  b-239  suitable  for  (Parsons)  . .  2572  694 

CITATIONS— in  re:  offers  for  land  35  Gal.  262 2081 

CITEUS  LANDS — value  of  (Means) 1595  441 

CITY  ATTOENEY 

Parsons,  instructions  from 2541-2542  684 

Parsons,  requested  to  make  valuation  by 2539  684 

Eeport  to  from  Callaghan 2118  581 

2127  583 

CLAEKE  ESTATE  TO  FALLON — real  estate  sale,  Arroyo 

Mocho    1725  472 

3018  794 

CLAEKE  ESTATE — Eeport  of  sale  to  Fallen  (McDonald) . .  .3017-3019  793-794 

CLAEKE  ESTATE  TO  FALLON— sale  of  land 1725  472 

CLAY  INVESTMENT  COMPANY  TEACT 

As  a  gravel  producing  property 1722  471 

Description  and  value  (Callaghan) 1722  471 

CLAY  SOIL— compared  with  sandy  (Callaghan) 2164  595 

CLEMENT  LAND— Callaghan  knows  of  sale 2174  598 

CLEMENT  TO  AEMSTEONG — real  estate  sale  (Callaghan) . .  1748  480 
CLIMATE 

Of    Calaveras    Valley 1639  451 

Of  Mocho  similar  to  Calaveras 2022  559 

CLOVEE 

Calaveras  lands   (Connolly) 3050  800 

3052  800 

Can  be  found  on  Calaveras  lands , 1971  545 

Evidence  of  clover  burrs  on  Calaveras  lands 1413  401 

On  Oak  Eidge  (Parsons) 2687  726 

On  Parcel  Y-268  Gala.  Land  (Parsons) 2936  777 

COE  EANCH— sale  price 1683  461 

COMPAEISONS 

Dougherty  land  with  Spring  Valley  land 2415-2419        660 

Kolb  place  and  Hadsell  property 2340  642 

2345  643 

Kolb  place  and  San  Antonio  Land 2340  642 

Malley  land  with  Spring  Valley  land 2421  661 

Par.  X-239  with  Malley  land 2524-2534  680-682 

Sec.  28  with  Graber  Place 2516  678 

Section  28  with  B-239 2528  681 

Sec.  28  with  Sections  19,  21,  22,  30 2520  678 

2521  679 

Section  28  with  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  land 2513-2517  677-678 

2528  681 

Soil  on  Eampke  Place  with  Schween  Place 2472  669 

Vieux  land  with  Spring  Valley  Land 2424  661 

CONDEMNATION  CASES 

Parsons  testified  in 2542  684 

CONDEMNATION— right  of  way,  Fusier  place,  Par.  224. ...  2331  640 

CONNIFF,  J.  E. — purchase  from  Leland  Stanford,  Jr.  Univty.  2422  661 
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CONNOLLY,  PATEICK  **"* 

Direct  examination    1467  412 

1473  413 

3030 

Cross  examination    3034  796 

Comparison  Calaveras  and  Corral  Hollow  grazing  lands.  .  3032  796 
Considered  Calaveras  poor  grazing  land  before  and  after 

examination  3046  799 

Examination  of  Calaveras  land 1469  412 

Examination — Calaveras  land — second  time 3030  795 

Examination  of  Spring  Valley  lands 3040  797 

3045  799 

Expressed  poor  opinion  of  Calaveras  lands 3043  798 

Lived  in  Corral  Hollow,  off  and  on  since  1873 3042  798 

No  idea  of  amount  of  stock  grazed  on  Calaveras  this  year  3039  797 

Opinion  expressed  on  Calaveras  lands  prior  to  appraisal . .  3036  796 

Qualifications 1467  412 

1471  413 

3046  799 

3047  799 

Trips  to  Calaveras 3035  796 

3038  797 

COEN 

Condition  of,  at  Calaveras 1549  432 

Yield  of,  in  California 1550  432 

COEN  CEOP 

Good  at  Calaveras 1548  431 

COEEAL  HOLLOW 

Compared  with  Calaveras  (Callaghan) 2354  645 

Comparison  of  grazing  lands  with  Calaveras  (Connolly) . .  3032  796 

Connolly  does  not  know  the  normal  rainfall 3041  798 

Description  (Callaghan)   2350-2352  644 

Disappearance  of  alfileria  (Callaghan) 2497  675 

Dry  years  3042  798 

Feed  lasts  6  or  7  months 3043  798 

Feed  for  past  two  years  better  than  average 3043  798 

Gravel   pit 2376-2378  651 

No  fruit  (Callaghan) 2354  645 

2355  645 

COEEAL  HOLLOW  LAND 

Better  than  Calaveras 1430  404 

Better  than  any  Calaveras  lands  (Connolly) 3034  796 

Portions  adapted  for  family  orchards 2452  665 

Prices  paid  by  Connolly 3032-3034  796 

Sale  price  of 1429  404 

COEEECTIONS 

In  testimony  of  Callaghan 1776  489 

2021 

2332  640 

2384  652 
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CORRECTIONS— Continued. 

In  testimony  of  Thomas  H.  Means 1620  447 

In  testimony  of  Isaac  B.  Parsons 2629  715 

COEEELATIVE  VALUE 

Land  hooked  up  with  adjoining  land  to  make  a  good 

situation  3007  791 

COST 

Of  feeding  horses 2468-2470     668-669 

COTTONWOOD  CREEK 

Land  irrigated  by 2358  646 

COUNT  VALENSIN  PLACE 

Condition  of  property 2464  668 

COWS 

Market  price  of 1538  429 

CBESTA  BLANCA  TRACT 

Description  and  value  (Callaghan) 1721  471 

CROCKER  AND  DILLON  LAND 

Gravel  land,  value  of  (Callaghan) 1723  472 

Prices  paid  by  Connolly 3034  796 

CROCKER  TO  GALLAGHER 

Real  estate  sale,  Arroyo  Mocho  district  (Callaghan) 2305  635 

CROPS 

On  Chabot  place,  general  remarks 2558-2563     690-691 

On  Hadsell  Tract 2245-2248     619-620 

On  Parcel  O-268,  Pleasanton  lands 2964  782 

Parcel   i-239   Pleasanton   lands,   adapted   to    hay,   grain, 

alfalfa,  vegetables 2701  729 

Parcel  280  Pleasanton  lands,  suitable  for  alfalfa,  beets, 

grain,  vegetables,  fruit  and  small  fruits 2750  740 

Possible  production  Parcel  C-268 2324-2328     638-639 

Schween  place,  S-268 2216  610 

2228  614 

CULLEN,  DENNIS  LAND 

Would  grow  fruit 1963  543 

CULLEN,  JEFFERY  LAND 

Compared  to  Calaveras  lands 1882  523 

CULLEN  LAND 

Description  of  (Callaghan) 1812  502 

CUPERTINO 

Depth  of  water  plane 1660  457 

CUPERTINO  PRUNE  FARM 

Pump  installed  for  irrigation 1540  430 

DAIRYING 

Parsons,  experience  in 2538  683 

DAVENNEY 

Possible  purchaser  of  McDermott  lands  (Callaghan) 2441  664 

DA  VILLA  PROPERTY 

Mattin  sale  not  known  (Callaghan) 2360  646 

2365  647 

mi 
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DECIDUOUS  TEEES 

Not  small  fruit 2546  686 

DEFENDANT'S  EXHIBIT  44 

Parsons  valuations  Alameda  and  Santa  Clara  counties ....     2544  685 

DE  LOPES  PLACE 

History  and  price  of 2207  608 

DE  SAISSETT  LAND  (M-239) 

Compared  to  D-268  (Parsons) 2850-2852        760 

Description  of  (Parsons) 2844-2847        759 

400  acres  classed  as  farming  land 2597  702 

Gravel,  commercial  value  (Parsons) 2600  703 

Pasture  land  2597-2599  702-703 

Segregation  of  valuations  (Parsons) 2844-2848        759 

Value    (Callaghan)     2311  636 

2312  636 

DESCEIPTIONS 

Alameda  Creek  lands  (Parsons) 2568-2570  693-694 

2602-2605  704-705 

(251) 2610-2612        707 

(295) 2615  708 

2619-2622  710-711 

Arroyo  Valle  lands  (Parsons) 2581-2585  697-699 

(Y-239) 2596  701 

(Y-239) 2597  702 

Calaveras  lands   (Parsons) 2606-2620  705-710 

2622-2634  711-717 

Caroline  Casterson  place  (See.  33-38)    (Callaghan) 2333  640-641 

De  Saissett  Place  M-239  San  Antonio  (Callaghan) 2311  636 

2312  636 

Dougherty  place    2473-2476  669-670 

Dougherty  ranch    2478-2482  671-672 

Kolb  place  2340  642 

2345  643 

Malley  place   2523  679 

2524     680 

2518     678 

Nusbaumer  place  N-239  San  Antonio 2267-2273  625-627 

Of  Z-268  Calaveras  land  (Bland  land)  (Parsons) 2919  773 

2929  775 

Parcel  224   2329-2331%  639-640 

Parcel  P-239,  Q-268  San  Antonio  (Callaghan) 2274-2276  627-628 

Parcel  E-239  San  Antonio  (Callaghan) 2277  628 

2278  628 

2278%         629 

Parcel  S-239  San  Antonio  (Callaghan) 2279  629 

Parcel  T-239  San  Antonio  (Callaghan) 2280  629 

2281  629 

Parcel  244  (Callaghan)    '. 2260-2263  623-624 

Parcel  250   M-15    (Callaghan) 2313-2318  636-637 
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Parcel  264  (Callaghan)    2319-2322  637-638 

Parcel  B-268  Sunol  drainage  land 2813  753 

754 

Parcel  C-268   (Callaghan) 2324-2328  638-639 

Parcel  285   (Callaghan)    2323  638 

2324  638 

Pleasanton  lands  (Parsons) 2545-2567  685-692 

2586  699 

2701-2730  729-736 

2730  736 

2741  738 

2743-2792  739-749 

Reimers  place  (Callaghan) 2339  641-642 

Romaguierre  Place  B-268  (Callaghan) 2258-2263  623-624 

San  Antonio  lands  (Parsons) 2581  697 

2594-2602  700-703 

2814  754 

2819  755 

San  Ramon  grant,  F.  Pine  and  A.  Escobar  place 2334  641 

Santa  Clara  County  lands  (Parsons) 2608-2609        706 

Section   4    (Callaghan)    2508-2512  676-677 

Section  30  (Callaghan) 2513  677 

Silveria,  Manuel,  Place   : 2338  641 

Sunol  drainage  lands  (Parsons) 2571-2578  694-696 

2597-2613  702-708 

2615  708 

: 2807  752 

2813  753 

Z-268  Calaveras  Land  (Bland) 2919  773 

2929  775 

DICKSON  LAND 

Compared  with  Hadsell  land  (Parsons) 2802  751 

2805  752 

DINGEE  LANDS 

Location  of   2432-2434        662 

DITCHES 

Not  cleaned  on  U-268 2155  591 

DIXON  PROPERTY 

Compared  with  Hadsell  (Callaghan) 2363  647 

DONAHUE  AND  JASON  RHODES 

Former  owners  of  Blacow  property 2206  607 

DONAHUE  PLACE 

Formerly  owned  by  Jason  Rhodes.     Sold  by  Donahue  to 

Blacow    2207  607 

Good  pasture 2760  743 

DONAHUE  TO  ALAMEDA  SUGAR  CO. 

Real  estate  sale _     2207  6Q8 
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DONNELLY-DUNNE  EANCH 

Condition  of,  cattle  on 1403  398 

DOUGHEETY  LAND 

Compared  with  Spring  Valley  land 2415-2419  660 

Offer  of  sale 1764  485 

Value    2415-2417  660 

Brush  (Callaghan)   2478  671 

Description  (Callaghan)  2473-2476  669-670 

2478-2482  671-672 

Elevations   (Callaghan)    2481  676 

Grazing  land  (Callaghan) 2477  671 

DOUGHEETY,  E.  M.  PLACE 

Value  of  (Callaghan)   ' 2336  641 

DEAINAGE 

Chabot  lands 2460-2461  667 

2563  691 

Considered  in  valuation  of  Pleasanton  lands  S,  U  268 

(Parsons)    2968  783 

Merriwa  Stock  Farm  S-268   (Parsons) 2674  743 

Of  Calaveras  lands  not  considered  (Parsons) 2912  772 

Unsuccessful  on  Alameda  Sugar  Co.  lands  (Callaghan)  . .  2157  592 

DEY  YEAES 

In  Corral  Hollow 3042  798 

DUAETE  TO  MALLEY 

Eeal  estate  sale 1764  485 

DUBLIN 

No  investigation  of  sales  by  Callaghan 2355  645 

EDENVALE 

Evidence  of  irrigation 1528  427 

Kinds  of  soil  near 1653  455 

Lands  like  those  at  Calaveras 1529  427 

Soil  compared  to  Calaveras 1638  451 

Sub-irrigated  land   1525  427 

1527  427 

Value  of  sub-irrigated  lands 1622  448 

ELEVATIONS 

Dougherty  Eanch  (Callaghan) 2481  671 

EXAMINATION  OF  LANDS 

Began  March   1914   (Parsons) 2994  788 

Parsons   method   of 2540  684 

Parsons,  time  given  to 2540  684 

EXHIBITS 

42  Defendants.     Summary  of  valuation  of  Alameda  and 

Santa  Clara  County  lands  (Callaghan) 1854  517 

43  Plaintiff.    Map  showing  alkali  on  the  Chabot  land 2076  572 

44  Defendants.    Table  of  valuations  Alameda  and  Santa 

Clara  lands   (Parsons) 2544  685 
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GALLON,  D.  H. 

Did  not  know  he  was  to  testify 1424  403 

Direct  examination   1389-1394  395-396 

Cross  examination  1394-1437  396-406 

Be-Direct  examination   1437-1438  406 

Ee-Cross  examination ~ 1438  406 

1444-1464  406-412 

Knowledge  of  Calaveras 1390  395 

1426  403 

Lands  owned  by 1417  401 

Qualifications 1389  395 

Trips  made  to  Calaveras 1410  400 

1413  401 

Trip  to  St.  Louis  ranch 1433  405 

When  retained  as  witness 1417  401 

FALLON  TO  BOBGES 

Beal  estate  sale 2334  641 

2457  666 

FAEMING  LAND 

Calaveras  valuation   (Parsons) 2920  774 

On  De  Saissett  place,  M-239  (Parsons) 2601  703 

On  400  acres  on  De  Saissett  place  M-239 2597  702 

On  Parcel  251  Calaveras  lands  (Parsons) 2610-2611  707 

On  Parcel  e-268,  Calaveras  lands  50  to  60  acres  (Parsons)  2624  712-713 
On  Parcel    g-268    Calaveras    lands    two-thirds    can    be 

farmed    2624  712-713 

On  Parcel  322,  Calaveras  lands  (Parsons) 2616  708-709 

On  Preisker  place,  Parcel  i-268  Calaveras  lands  (Parsons)  2624  712 

2625  713 

On  Eancho  el  Valle  de  San  Jose  Parcel  264  (Parsons) . .  2604  704-705 

Two  thirds  Parcel  c-268,  Calaveras  lands  (Parsons) 2623  712 

FEED 

As  good  on  Arroyo  Mocho  as  on  Calaveras  land 2697  728 

Calaveras  land,  condition  of 3030  795 

3031  795 

3037 

3038  797 

Condition  of,  in  Arroyo  Mocho  (Parsons) 2995  788 

Corral  Hollow  better  than  average  for  the  past  two  years 

(Connolly)    3943  793 

Corral  Hollow  land  feed  lasts  6  or  7  months 3042  798 

Lands  not  examined  for  (Parsons) 2993  788 

Lasts  longer  in  the  Mocho  than  in  Calaveras 2957  781 

2960  782 

On  Calaveras  lands  not  particularly  nutritious 1975  546 

FEETILIZEE 

Alfalfa  fine  fertilizer 2750  740 

Effects  on  alkali 2964  782 

2965  783 

Effect  on  Parcel  O-268,  Pleasanton  lands 2963  782 
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FEEIGHT 

Cost  of  from  Calaveras 1648  454 

1650  455 

FEIESMAN  PEOPERTY 

Compared  with  Warner  property  (Callaghan) 2359-2360       646 

FEUIT 

None  in  Corral  Hollow  (Callaghan) 2355  645 

Soil  and  conditions  necessary 2549  687 

FEUIT  LAND 

Value  of  near  Livermore 2023  560 

Value  of  (Means) 1543  431 

1544  431 

FEUIT  TEEES 

On  Sherman  Place,  Calaveras  land 2918  773 

2919  773 

Parsons  had  300  or  more  acres  of 2549  687 

FUSIEE  LAND 

Parcel  224 2329  639- 

2331^         640- 

Sale  of  not  considered  in  Callaghan  valuation 2912  531 

GALE,  C.  A. 

Eace  track  sale  for  $700  per  acre  not  disputed 2173  598 

GALLAWAY  TO  WAENEE 

Eeal  estate  sale 1744  478 

2497  675 

GALWAY  LAND 

Compared  to  Pleasanton  lands 1745  479 

Location  of    2077  572 

Sold  to  Warner 2358  646 

GALWAY  SALE 

Used  in  valuing  certain  of  the  Pleasanton  lands 2078  572 

GALWAY  TO  WAENEE 

Sale  of  land 1744  479 

GALWAY  SALES 

Callaghan  has  no  knowledge  of 2174  598 

GEAEY,  JUDGE 

Agent  for  Dingee 2432-2434       662 

GEEMAN  LAND 

Also  referred  to  as  the  De  Lopez  or  Count  Valensin  place     2207  608 

Callaghan  did  not  know  when  it  was  sold  to  Alameda 

Sugar  Co 2360  646 

GOAD  LAND 

Compared  to  Brandt  Hansen  land 1866  520 

Compared  with  Hadsell  land 2973  784 

Compared  with  San  Antonio  and  Alameda  Creek  lands. .     2260  721 

. .     2661  721 

Description  of  crops  on 3002-3003        790 

GOAD  LAND  CO.  TO  A.  F.  VAEGAS 

Eeal  estate  sale 2660  721 

xxvii 


INDEX 


Record    Abstract 
GOAD  LAND  CO.  TO  M.  F.  VARGAS 

Real  estate  sale 2659  721 

GOAD  LAND  CO.  TO  VIEUX 

Real  estate  sale 2424  661 

2659  721 

GOETHALS  COLONEL 

Proposed  by  Greene  as  arbitrator  on  reproduction  cost  of 

physical   structures 2650  720 

GOPHERS 

Ruined  the  alfalfa  on  R-268 2142  588 

GRAPES 

Estimated  production  of  at  Calaveras 1946  539 

Production  of,  near  Livermore 1946  539 

GRAPE  LAND 

Price  of,  near  Livermore 1944  539 

GRANT  GRAVEL  CO. 

Copy  of  gravel  contract 2373  649 

2374  650 

Gravel  pits,  description  of 2378  651 

Option  from  Schween 2372  649 

GRASSES 

Different  kinds  described 2183  601 

Kinds  grown  in  Hall 's  Valley 1980  548 

Kinds  natural  to  Calaveras 1968  545 

Location  of  on  Calaveras  lands 1971  545 

1990  551 

2008  556 

2010  556 

GRAVEL 

On  Carnegie  land  as  good  as  any 2375  651 

On  De  Saissett  place 2600  703 

On  Hadsell   ranch 2240-2244  617-619 

On  parcel  A-239  San  Antonio 2277  628 

2278  628 

2278%  629 

On  Schween  lands 2221-2224  612 

GRAVEL  LAND 

Alfalfa  is  grown  on,  around  Livermore 2166  595 

Lighter  alfalfa  crops  on 2137  586 

Presence  of  gravel  affects  crops  on  R-268. . .  2140 Vo  587 
GRAVEL  PITS 

Corral  Hollow  Creek 2376-2378  651 

Grant   Gravel   Co 2378  651 

GRAZING  LAND 

Alameda  Creek,  very  little 2571  694 

Arroyo  Mocho  and  Corral  Hollow  compared  to  San  An- 

„  tODi°    2346-2347  643 

Calaveras   .2306-2308  635-636 

3048  799 

3050  800 
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Calaveras,  Sec.  24,  good  grazing  land 2695  728 

Dougherty  Ranch   2477  671 

Good  distinguished  from  bad  by  feed,  soil,  water,  etc.. ..      2693  727 

In   connection  with  farming  land 2293-2296  633-634 

Method  of  arriving  at  value  of,  in  Calaveras  (Parsons)  . .     2629  729 

2700  729 

Parcel  T-239   San  Antonio 2280-2292  629-633 

Parcel   250-M    15 2313-2318  636-637 

Parcel  264   2319-2322  637-638 

Parsons'  experience  in  valuing 2676  724 

Parsons'  experience  in  buying  or  selling 2678  725 

Parsons',  opinion  of 2674  724 

Parsons  owns  some  in  Yolo  County 2673  724 

Purchases  of  (Parsons) 2674  724 

San  Antonio  compared  with  Dublin  ridge 2679  725 

Value  Arroyo  Mocho  (Callaghan) 2307-2310        636 

GREENE,  A.  C. 

Proposal  of  arbitration  arrangement  on  cost  of  structural 

reproduction    2650-2657  720-721 

HADSELL  LAND 

Adaptability  of    (Callaghan) 1845  513 

Compared  with  Broilliar  Tract  and  N-239 2365-2366        648 

Compared  with  Dickson  land 2802  751 

2805  752 

Compared  with  Dixon  land  2362  647 

Compared  with  Goad  land 2973  784 

Compared  with  Kolb  &  Stone  lands 2344  643 

Compared  with  N-239     2972  784 

Compared  with  Stone  Tract  2793-2796  749-750 

Compared  with  244,  Sunol  Drainage  land 2809  753 

2812  753 

Compared  with  Whitman-Nusbaumer  land 2797  750 

2800  751 

Crops,  etc 2245-2248  619-620 

Described  as  Parcel  L  239  (Parsons) 2574  695 

Description  of  (Callaghan) 2362  647 

Detailed  valuation  (Parsons) 2784-2790  747-749 

Gravel,  location  of 2240-2244  617-619 

Pasture  land  500  acres 2792  749 

Segregation  of  acreage  and  values  (Callaghan) 1845  513 

Soil    2249-2251  620-621 

2574  695 

Tillable  land  1020  acres 2792  749 

Total   valuation    (Parsons) 2787  748 

Valuation  by  (Callaghan) 2240%         617 

Valuation   (Parsons) 2574  695 

Value  of  pasture  lands  (Callaghan) 2252  621 

Value  same  with  or  without  Walnut  Orchard  (Parsons)  .     2784  747 

Valued  without  Walnut  Orchard  (Callaghan) 2245  619 

Walnut  Orchard  best  part  of  tract  (Callaghan) 2245  619 
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HAGEMANN,  GUS,  LAND 

Barley  yield    2185  602 

HANSEN  LAND 

Better  than  Weller  land 1791  495 

Climate    1502  422 

Compared  to  Brandt-Hansen  land 1581  438 

Compared  to  Leach  &  Nusbaumer  land 2356  645 

Examination  of  (Means) 1602  443 

HANSEN,  J.  J.,  LAND 

General  description,  etc.  (Callaghan) 2337  641 

HANSEN-SNELL  LANDS 

Compared  with  land  west  of  Calaveras  Valley 2637  718 

HAEEIS  LAND 

Comparison  with  Sherman  lands 2901-2902  770 

2905-2907  771 

HARROWING 

Cost  of,  per  acre 2192  603 

HATCH,  W.  D. 

Direct  examination 1667-1679  458-461 

Cross  examination 1679-1694  461-463 

Re-direct   examination 1694-1695  463-464 

1697  464 

Re-cross    examination 1694  463 

1695  464 

Qualifications    1667  458 

HAULING 

Cost  of,  Calaveras  to  Milpitas 1837  511 

1937  537 

Cost  of,  farm  produce 1656  456 

Cost  of  from  Calaveras 1650  455 

1665  458 

1937  537 

HAY 

Average  price  for  5  years 1836  511 

1869  521 

Cost  of  growing  in  Calaveras 1836  511 

Cost  of  hauling  from  Calaveras  to  Milpitas 1837  511 

1937  537 

Cost  of  raising  1483  416 

1868  521 

1871  521 

1935  536 

In  shocks  Aug.  14th  on  Parcel  i-268 1562  434 

Method  of  handling  a  heavy  growth 2029  561 

Number  of  wires  required  in  baling 1839  511 

Parcel  246,  Calaveras  lands,  production  1%  tons,  maxi- 
mum   (Parsons) 2610  707 

Parcel  251,  Calaveras  lands,  production  iy2  tons,  maxi- 
mum   (Parsons) 2610-2611  707 
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HAY — Continued. 

Parcel  p-260,  Calaveras  lands,  production  %  ton  per  acre 

(Parsons)    2614  708 

Parcel  E-268,  Ala.  Or.  lands,  some  areas  can  be  used  for  2621  711 

Production  of,  on  Calaveras  and  San  Antonio 1855  518 

Production  of,  in  Calaveras  Valley 1918  533 

Production  of,  on  Eogan  Ranch 1771  487 

Production  of,  on  Weller  Place 1790  494 

Production  per  acre  San  Antonio  lands 1836  511 

Production  per  acre  Parcel  y-268 1823  506 

Production  per  acre  Parcel  251,  Calaveras  lands 1788  494 

Quality  of,  shipped  from  Milpitas 1942  538 

Summer  fallowing  necessary  on  Calaveras  and  San  An- 
tonio  lands    1855  518 

HAYES 

Possible  buyer  of  McDermott  lands 2441  664 

HAY  AND  GRAIN 

Parcel  b-268,  Calaveras  lands    2623  712 

Parcel  f-268,  Calaveras  lands,  small  areas  can  be  culti- 
vated    2624  712-713 

Parcel  330,  Calaveras  land 2628  714 

Parcel  331,  Calaveras  land  %  can  be  farmed  to  hay  and 

grain    2629-2630  715 

HAY  LAND 

Average  value  (Callaghan) 1856  518 

1857  518 

1877  522 

Parcel  j-268  Calaveras  land,  can  be  farmed  to  hay 2625  713 

Parcel  k-268  Calaveras  land,  can  be  farmed  to  hay 2625  713 

Taxes  figured  on  a  value  of  $50  per  acre 1869  521 

HEADER 

Operating  expense  of 2197-2201  604-605 

HEAD-HEWLETT  LAND 

Compared  to  Chabot  Ranch 1501  421 

Crops  grown  on 2105  578 

Description  of 2105  577 

Same  class  as  Chabot  land 2103  577 

2107  578 

Segregated  value   (Callaghan) 2105  578 

Will  produce  fairly  good  crops 2107  578 

HEARST'S,  MRS.,  PROPERTY 

Compared  with  Nusbaumer  (Callaghan) 2355  645 

HEATH  LAND 

Produces  best  alfalfa 2113  580 

Rental  of   1750 

HEATH  LEASE 

Rental  of  land 1750 

HENRY-LLAGAS  LAND 

Sale  price  1668  459 
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HESSE  TO  VICTORINE 

Real  estate  sale 2696  728 

HILL  FARMING  LAND 

Comparison  De  Saissett  and  Hadsell  lands 2847  759 

Parsons'  experience  with    2671  723 

Parsons'  experience  in  buying  and  selling 2678  725 

Parsons'  experience  in  Castro  Valley  with 2679-2680  725 

Range  values,  Calaveras  lands  (Parsons) 2635  717 

Successfully  operated  sometimes  (Parsons) 2681  725 

HILL  LANDS 

Calaveras,  best  adapted  to  hay,  grain  and  pasture  (Par- 
sons)      2636  717-718 

Calaveras,  best  adapted  for  Health  Resort 2759  742 

Calaveras,  not  adapted  to  fruit  growing  (Parsons) 2636  717-718 

On  Parcel  i-239  (P.  L.)  worth  %  less  than  flat  land  (Par- 
sons)      2782  747 

2783  747 

HOLTHOUSE  TO  BOWIE 

Real  estate  sale 1670  459 

HOOVER  CREEK 

Location  of   2436  663 

HOPS 

Parcel  O-268,  Pleasanton  lands 2705  730 

HOP  YARD  LAND,  O-268 

Alkali  effect  of 2496  675 

Has  various  kinds  of  soil 2547-2548  686 

HORACE  HILL  LAND 

Means  laid  out  plans  for  farming 1626  448 

HORSE 

Daily  cost  of  keeping 2468  668 

IMPROVEMENTS 

Arroyo  Valle,  not  valued  (Parsons) 2583  698 

Not  considered  on  Pleasanton  land   (Parsons) 2550  687 

Not  included  in  valuation  of  land  (Callaghan) 1715  469 

1731  474 

INCREASED  LAND  VALUES 

Parsons,  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  purchases 2543  685 

INTEREST 

Farmer  entitled  to  more  than  5%  return  on  investment.  .  1951  541 

Rate  of,  return  on  land 1428  404 

INTRINSIC  VALUE 

Denned  as  what  the  land  will  produce  (Parsons) 2907  771 

IRRIGATION 

Advantages  of  sub-irrigation 1514  424 

Difficult  in  Calaveras  Valley 1657  456 

Effect  on  alkali 2705-2712  730-732 

On  Pleasanton  lands 1485  417 

On  Parcel  O-268,  Pleasanton  lands 2719  733 

2722  734 

Would  affect  value  of  land  (Parsons) 2722  734 
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ISLAND  LANDS 

Value  of  2054  566 

JACKSON  LAND 

Sale  price 1681  461 

JOEDAN  PLACE 

A-243  Arroyo  Valle  lands,  suitable  for  pasture  only 2581  697 

JOEDAN  TO  VINTHEE 

Sale  of  land 1725  472 

KELLEY  AND  GALLAGHEE  LAND 

Location  of   2452  665 

KOLB  LAND 

Compared  with  Stone  and  Hadsell  Tracts 2344  643 

Sec.  13,  description  (Callaghan) 2340  642 

2345  643 

LA  HONTON  EESEEVOIE 

Price  paid  for  land  (Means) 1494  420 

1616  446 

1617  446 

LAND 

Parcel  278,  Pleasanton  lands,  enriched  by  dairy 2748  740 

LAND  PUECHASES 

Extent   of    (Parsons) 2536-2537       683 

LAND  VALUES 

Agricultural  values  only  ones  considered  by  Means 1612  445 

Basis  of  value   (Callaghan) 2181  601 

Necessity  of  examination  of  land 2542  684 

LEACH,  F.  A.,  LAND 

Compared  with  Hansen 2356  645 

Compared   with   Nusbaumer 2356  645 

No  knowledge  of  sale   (Callaghan) 2346  643 

Prior  sale  affected  valuation 2358  646 

LEVY  EANCH 

Value  of  (Hatch) 1674     460 

1679     461 

LILIENTHAL  LAND 

Amount  tillable    2369  648 

LLAGAS  EANCH 

Area  of  farming  land 1669  459 

Examination   of    (Means) 1556  433 

Sale   price   high 1625  448 

Sale   price    of 1668  459 

LIVEEMOEE  DISTEICT 

Not  a  fruit  country 2023  560 

Price  of  grape  land 1944  539 

LIVEEMOEE  HILL  LANDS 

Value   of    (Callaghan) 2252  621 

2253  622 

LIVEEMOEE  LANDS 

That  will  produce  25  sacks  of  barley  to  the  acre 2088  573 
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LIVERMORE  RANCH 

Barley  yield    2176  599 

Comparisons     2174 

Owners  of    2177  5" 

Rampke  Estate  owners 2176  5" 

Sale  of    2174  598 

LIVERMORE  TO  RAMPKE  ESTATE  CO. 

Sale  of  land ™  479 

LOAN  VALUES 

Appraisals  made  for  banks  (Parsons) 2543  684 

MAGNESITE  MINES 

Visits   to    (Parsons) 2993  788 

MALLEY  LAND 

Description   of   (Callaghan) 2518  678 

2523  679 

2524  680 

Compared  with  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  lands  (Callaghan)     2421  661 

Rental  of   1764  485 

Value    of    (Callaghan) 2420  660 

MALLEY  TO  GRABER 

Sale  of  land 1765  485 

MANURE 

Its  effect  on  alkali 2986-2989  787 

MARKET  VALUE 

Depends  upon  many  conditions  (Parsons) 2907  771 

Included  possibility  of  purchase  by  another  water  com- 
pany  (Parsons)    3011  792 

MATTIN  LAND 

Bought  of  Davilla — no  knowledge  of  sale  (Callaghan)  . .     2360  646 
McDERMOTT  LANDS 

Acreage    2437  663 

Appraised  value  2443  664 

Area  planted  and  suitable  for  alfalfa 2507  676 

Compared  to  Calaveras 2446  664 

Description   of    2436  663 

Inheritance  tax  valuation 2448  665 

Location  of   2436  663 

Pasture    excels   Calaveras 2439  664 

Price   per  acre 2439  664 

MCDONALD,  CHAS.  s. 

Direct  examination 1697-1698  464-465 

3017  793 

Cross    examination 1698-1701  465-466 

Qualifications     1697  464 

Terms  of  employment  with  City  Attorney 1699  465 

McGLINCHEY 

Cattle  on  Corral  Hollow 2353  645 

MCLAUGHLIN  co.  LAND 

Prices  paid  by  Connolly .     3032  796 
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MCLAUGHLIN  co.  TO  KELLY 

Sale  of  land— Arroyo  Moch  land 1724  472 

Sale  of  Sec.  5  and  33,  Arroyo  Mocho  lands 2304  635 

MEANS,  THOMAS  H. 

Direct  examination 1473-1503  413-422 

Cross    examination 1503-1631  422-450 

Be-direct    examination 1631-1646  450-453 

1665-1666  458 

Re-cross   examination ' 1646-1665  453-458 

Connection  with  Solano  Irrigated  Farms 1634  450 

Examination  of  Calaveras  lands 1477  415 

Has  managed  orchard  lands 1513  424 

Qualifications     1473  413 

1481  416 

1492  419 

MEHRMAN  LAND 

Description  of  (Parsons) 2828  756 

MELL  RANCH 

Removed  almond  trees  on  account  of  frost 2021  559 

MENDOZA  LAND 

Examination  of  (Means) 1579  438 

Vineyard  included  in  value  (Callaghan) 1808  500 

MENDOZA  TO  SPRING  VALLEY  WATER  CO. 

Sale  of  land 1773  488 

MERRITT  ISLAND 

Compared  to  Calaveras  lands 2998-2999  789 

Produces  one  ton  alfalfa  per  acre 2997  789 

MERRIWA  STOCK  FARM  (S-268) 

Better  for  pasture  than  for  cultivation 2763  743 

Could  not  be  easily  drained 2764  743 

Impregnated  with  alkali 2761  743 

Parcel  S-268,  description  (Parsons) 2550  687 

Sold  to  Alameda  Sugar  Co 1734  475 

2360  646 

Suitable  for  grain  and  beets 2761  743 

MILPITAS 

Shipping  point  for  farm  produce 1553  433 

MINIDOKA  RESERVOIR 

Price  paid  for  land  (Means) 1494  420 

MISCELLANEOUS  SALES 

Alameda  County  (Callaghan) 1724  472 

Of  land  near  San  Antonio  lands 1760  484 

Of  Pleasanton  land 1744  478 

MODESTO  AND  TURLOCK  IRRIGATION  DISTRICTS 

Means  not  acquainted  with  reservoir  values 1621  447 

MOHR  LANDS 

Barley  yield 2185  602 

Compared  with  Livermore  Ranch 2174  598 
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MORROW  RANCH 

Number  of  cattle  sold  annually  from 1399  397 

MOY  LAND 

Description  of  (Parsons) 2839-2841  758 

MURPHY  TO  GALLAGHER 

Sale  of  land 1910  531 

NETHERLANDS  FARM  COMPANY 

Parsons  agent  for 2663  722 

Price  and  reclaiming  cost 2967  783 

NEVINS,  CON 

Tenant  on  R-268 2141  588 

NILES  CANYON  LANDS 
See  Alameda  Creek  lands 

NOBLE  AND  REED  LAND 

Prices  paid  by  Connolly 3033  796 

NOTES 

Not  consulted  in  regard  to  U-268  (Parsons) 2552  688 

Parsons '  not  identical  with  Callaghan ' 2545  685 

NUSBAUMER  LAND 

Compared  with  Blake  land 2823-2827  755-756 

Compared  with  Romaguierre  land 2833  757 

Compared  with  Stone  land 2578  696 

Comparison  of 2355-2356  645 

Described  as  Parcel  290 2576-2578y2    696 

Description,  value,  soil,  etc.  (Parsons) 2577-2578  696 

Dublin  sale  not  considered  in  valuing  (Callaghan) 2356  645 

Production  of  hay 1857  518 

NUSBAUMER  LAND  (SAN  ANTONIO)  N-239 

Soil    2268  626 

2269  626 

Valuation  compared  with  Leach  sale  1911 2358  646 

Value    2267-2273  625-627 

OAK  RIDGE  LANDS 

Description  of  vegetation 2686-2687  726 

Difference  in  valuation  as  to  Calaveras  lands  (Parsons)     2975  784 

2976  785 

Feed  conditions  affected  by  temperature  and  soil 2691  727 

Poor  feed   2685  726 

2690  727 

Visited  by  Parsons,  Callaghan,  McDonald  and  Sam  Parks     2690  727 

OAK  TREES 

Growth  of    2131  585 

On  Parcel  No.  S-239  San  Antonio 2279  629 

OLD  EDEN  PROPERTY 

Not  known  by  Callaghan 2367  648 

ONIONS 

Pleasariton    production .     2181  600 
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OECHAEDS 

Arroyo  Valle  lands  ...................................     2583  697 

Calaveras,  small  .....................................     2448  665 

Location  of,  at  Calaveras  (Callaghan)  .................     2125  583 

Not  successful  around  Livermore  ......................     2023  560 

Old  ones  on  F-239  and  G-239  ..........................     2572  694 

..........................     2573  694 

On  Calaveras  lands  ...................................     1881  523 

On  Campbell  and  John  Sherman  lands  .................     2885  767 

Parcel  B-239,  has  a  small  one  .........................     2569  693 

Parcel  264   ..........................................  2319-2322     637-638 

OELAND  PEOJECT 

Not  examined  by  Callaghan  ...........................     2167  596 

OELAND  EESEEVOIE  LANDS 

25%    in    excess    of    market    value    paid    by    Government 

(Means)    ..........................................     1499  421 

Value  of,  25%  above  agricultural  value  (Means)  ......     1609  445 

O  'BOUEKE  ESTATE 

Eeport  of  sale  to  Holmes  .............................  3020-3026     794-795 

.............................     3029  795 

Eeal  estate  sale  ......................................     2587  700 

OVEEFLOW 

Parcel  V-268  subject  to  .................  .  .............     2551  688 

PACKWOOD  CEEEK 

Location  of  ..........................................     2436  663 

PAECEL  NO.  223 

Compared  with  250  and  258  ...........................  2863-2864        763 

PAECEL  NO.  225  ........................................  2866-2874     763-765 

Valued  only  as  camping  grounds  (Parsons)  .............     2568  693 

PAECEL  NO.  228 

Not  adapted  for  country  homes  ........................     2830  756 

PAECEL  NO.  b-239 

Suitable  for  chicken  ranches  ..........................     2572  694 

PAECEL  NO.  F-239 

Compared  with  G-239  .................................     2573  694 

PAECEL  NO.  G-239 

Compared  with   F-239    ...............................     2573  694 

PAECEL  NO.  V-239 

Classed  as  pasture  land  ...............................     2834  757 

PAECEL  NO.  X-239 

Compared  with  Malley  land  ..........................  2524-2534    680-682 

PAECEL  NO.  264 

Compared  with  C-268  (Parsons)  .......................  2848-2850        760 

PAECEL  NO.  C-268 

Compared  with  265    (Parsons)  ........................  2848-2850        760 

PAECEL  NO.  D-268 

Compared  with  De  Saissett  land  ......................  2850-2852        760 

Compared   with    285  ..................................  2853-2858     760-762 

PAECEL  NO.  0-268 

Alfalfa  production    ..................................  2463-2464        668 
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PARCEL  NO.  P-268 

How  value  was  arrived  at  (Callaghan) 2134 

PARCEL  NO.  R-268 

Gravel   affects   productivity 2140V2 

PARCEL  NO.  T-268 

Basis   of   value 2135  586 

PARCEL  NO.  U-268 

Compared  with  Chabot  place 2153 

Same  value  now  as  on  December  31,  1913 3001  790 

PARCEL  NO.  278 

Roads  on  four  sides  increases  value  (Parsons) 2751  740 

2752  740 

PARCEL  NO.  280 

Similar  to  c,   e,  f,   g,   h,   239 — $100   difference   in   value 

(Parsons)    2545  685 

2554  689 

PARCEL  NO.  285 

Compared  with  D-268    (Parsons) 2853-2858  760-762 

PARCEL  NO.  291 

Effects  of  alkali   (Parsons) 2565-2566  690 

PARSONS  TO  COOK 

Real  estate  sale  (Parsons) 2696  728 

PARSONS,  I.  B. 

Direct    examination 2535-2661  682-721 

Cross    examination 2662-2953  721-780 

Re-direct    examination 2954-2983  781-786 

Re-cross   examination 2984-3016  786-793 

Alkali,  no  distinction  black  and  white 2556  689 

Arroyo  Mocho,  visits  to 2993  788 

Business  engaged  in,  past  years 2549  687 

Examination  of  lands  began  March   1914 2994  788 

Examination  of  lands,  time  given  to 2540  684 

Experience   in   dairying 2538  683 

Experience  in  real  estate 2536-2538  683 

Grazing  land,  experience  in  valuing 2676  724 

Instructions  from  City  Attorney 2541-2542  684 

Knowledge  of  Santa  Clara  lands 2539  683 

Knowledge  of  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  lands 2539  684 

Method  of  appraisal  of  Alameda  and  Santa  Clara  County 

lands    2641-2647  718-720 

:        Method  of  determining  value  of  grazing  land  in  Calaveras     2699  729 

2700  729 

Method  of  examining  property 2540  684 

Mistake  in  valuation  of  Parcel  Z-268,  Calaveras  lands. . .     2922  774 

. . .     2927  775 

Necessity  of  going  over  the  property 2542  684 

Not  a  real  estate  broker 2536  683 

Purchases  of  land  made  by 2536-2537  683 

Qualifications    2535  682 

2664-2665  722 
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PABSON8,  I.  B.-Continued. 

Eeservoir  value,  included  in  market  value 3008  792 

Testimony  given  in  condemnation  cases 2542  684 

Valuation,  experience  in 2543  684 

2545  685 

Valuations  made  independent  of  Callaghan's 2714-2716  732-733 

Value  of  purchases  made  by 2538  683 

Would  re-appraise  Calaveras  lands  as  he  did  originally. .  2900  770 

PASTUEAGE 

Connolly  inspected  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.'s  lands  for  3040  798 

Parcel  E-239  San  Antonio,  valuable  as  pasturage 277  628 

PASTUEE 

Arroyo  Valle  lands,  Parcel  Y-239 2581  697 

Donahoe  land  good  for  pasture 2760  743 

Jordan  place,  A-243,  Arroyo  Valle  lands 2581  697 

Parcel  Z-268,  Calaveras  lands,  good  pasture 2920  774 

Parcel  289,  Pleasanton  lands,  suitable  for  pasture 2760  743 

Valuation,  Pleasanton  lands  (Parsons) 2552  688 

PASTUEE  LAND 

Alameda  Creek  land,  De  Saissett,  M-239  (Parsons) 2602  703-704 

Classifications  of    1834  510 

1780  491 

Comparison  of,  Calaveras 1835  510 

Comparison  of  V,  X,  and  Z  239 2837  758 

De  Saissett  place  M-239 2597-2599  702-703 

Finest  is  on  Stone  Tract 2793-2794  749-750 

Hadsell  place,  500  acres  of 2792  749 

In    connection   with    farming   land    more    valuable    than 

straight  pasture    2977  785 

Parcel  V-239  described  as  such   (Parsons) 2834  757 

Parcel  Z-239,  described  as  such  (Parsons) 2835  757 

Eange  values,  Calaveras  lands  (Parsons) 2636  717-718 

Value  Hadsell  Tract  (Callaghan) 2252  621 

PASTUEE,  SUMMEE 

Pleasanton   lands   valued  at   $100,   $120,   $250    per   acre 

(Parsons)    2545  685 

2554  689 

2558  690 

PATTEESON  LANDS 

Compared  with  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  Arroyo  Valle 

lands    2592  700 

In  Arroyo  Valle 2842-2843  758-759 

Number  of  cattle  sold  from,  annually 1406  399 

Sale    price    of 1864  520 

Sales  referred  to 2842-2843  758-759 

PATTON  LAND 

Almonds  thrifty  on 2024  560 

Description  of  (Callaghan) 1815  503 

Orchards    on 1947  540 

1962  543 
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PATTON  LAND— Continued. 

Quality  of  soil 1963  543 

Value  of   (Hatch) 1674  460 

PEAKS 

Statement  in  re  (Means) 1569  436 

PHYSICAL  STEUCTUEES 

Arbitrator  to  decide  reproduction  cost 2650-2657  720-721 

F.  PINE— A.  ESCOBAE  LAND 

Value,  San  Eamon  Grant  (Callaghan) 2334-2335  641 

PLAINTIFF'S  EXHIBIT  43 

Comparison — Alamo  Canal  lands 2462  667 

PLEASANTON  LANDS 

Adaptability    (Callaghan) 1729  473 

Adapted  to  vegetables  (Callaghan) 2138  586 

Alfalfa  does  well  on  Parcel  278 2749  740 

Alfalfa  on  Parcel  100-268 2985  787 

Alfalfa  production  on 1485  417 

Alkali  and  its  effect  on  beets 2721  734 

2723  734 

Alkali  causes  $200  per  acre  difference  in  value  of  (Cal- 
laghan)         2170  597 

Alkali  in  various  parcels 2742-2743  738 

2755  741 

Certain  soil  not  good  for  irrigation 2147  589 

Character  of   1486  417 

Comparison  by  Callaghan 2229-2233  614-615 

Comparison  Chabot  place  and  U-268 2153  591 

Comparison  of  E-268  and  278  with  land  south  of  county 

road  2000  2142  588 

Comparison  of  parcels  281,  282,  283,  and  Q-268 2770-2779  745-746 

Comparison  of  soils  east  and  west  of  Pleasanton 2548  687 

Comparison  of  various  parcels 2744  739 

.' 2756  742 

Considered  farming  lands 2568  693 

Crops,  alfalfa  and  barley  on  O-268 2964  782 

Crops  that  cannot  be  produced  on  Pleasanton  lands 2730-2741  736-738 

Crops  they  will  produce 2735  737 

Description   of    (Callaghan) 1728  473 

2234-2236  616 

(Parsons) 2545-2567  685-692 

2586  699 

2701-2741  729-738 

2743-2792  739-749 

Description  of  certain  parcels 2092  574 

2106  578 

Detail   valuation    (Callaghan) 1728  473 

Detailed  valuation    (Parsons) 2701-2730  729-736 

Difficult  to  get  water  by  sinking  wells  on  parcels  Q-268, 

283    (Parsons)     2778-2779  646 

Ditches  not  cleaned,  U-268 2155  591 
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PLEASANTON  LANDS-Continued. 

Donahoe  place,  good  pasture  ..........................  2760  743 

Drainage  by  Alameda  Sugar  Co.  unsuccessful  ...........  2157  592 

Drainage,  element  considered  in  valuation  of  U-268,  S-268  2968  783 

Drainage  of,  would  be  expensive  ......................  2100  576 

Effect  of  fertilizer  on  Parcel  O-268  ....................  2963  782 

Examination   of    (Means)  .............................  1486  417 

$500  land  adapted  to  strawberries  .....................  2061  568 

Five  years  to  sell  Pleasanton  lands  at  Parsons  '  price  ____  2640  718 

Hill  land  on  Parcel  i-239  worth  one-third  less  than  flat 

land     ..........  ...................................  2782-2783  747 

Improvements  not  considered    (Parsons)  ...............  2550  687 

Irrigation  on  Parcel  O-268  ............................  2719  733 

............................  2722  734 

Knowledge    of    (Fallon)  ..............................  1392  396 

Land  south  of  Creek  will  raise  more  beets  than  land  north  2736  737 

2738  737 

Method  of  valuation  of  i-239  (Parsons)  ................  2969  783 

No  better  land  in  California  ..........................  1924  534 

Not    sub-irrigated  ....................................  1485  417 

....................................  1489  418 

Onions,    production    of  ...........................  .  ...  .  2181  600 

Parcels  c,  e,  f,  g,  and  h  239  and  280  similar  description 

$100  an  acre  difference  (Parsons)  ...................  2545  685 

...................  2554  689 

Parcel  h-239,  soil  rich  loam  (Parsons)  ..................  2545  685 

Parcel  i-239,  adapted  to  hay,  grain,  alfalfa  and  vegetables  2701  729 

Parcel  O-268  segregation  of  soils  ......................  2547  686 

Parcel  O-268  not  suitable  for  beets  ....................  2719-2720        733 

...............  .....  2722  734 

Parcel  O-268  production  compared  with  Calaveras  ......  3000  790 

Parcel  P-268  valued  only  for  subdivision  purposes  (Cal- 

laghan)    ...........................................  2133  585 

Parcel  Q-268  cut  by  two  railroads  .....................  2772  745 

Parcel  Q-268  will  produce  more  than  the  two  Schween 

pieces    ...................................  .  ........  2781  747 

............................................  2782  747 

Parcel  E-268  produces  vegetables  ......................  2738  737 

Parcel  E-268  not  adapted  to  vegetables  ................  2750  740 

Parcel  U-268  best  adapted  for  beets  and  grain  ..........  2551  688 

Parcel  V-268  all  adobe  ...............................  2551  688 

Parcel  278  land  enriched  by  dairy  .....................  2748  740 

Parcel  278,  roads  on  four  sides  increases  value  .........  2751-2752  740-741 

Parcel  280,  suitable  for  alfalfa,  beets,  grain,  vegetables, 

fruit     ..........................  ...................  2751  740 

Parcel  282,  not  suitable  for  fruit  ......................  2772  745 

Parcel  282,  suitable  for  grain  .........................  2771  745 

Parcel  283,  pretty  wet  ................................  2769-2770  744-745 

Parcel  283,  too  wet  for  good  crops  ....................  2775  746 

Parcel  289,  suitable  for  summer  pasture  ................  2760  743 
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PLEASANTON  LANDS— Continued. 

Parsons  average  acre  valuation  $257.22 2568 

Pasture  land  valued  at  $250  and  $120  per  acre 2552  688 

Possibility  of   selling 1839  512 

Quality  of  soil 1919  533 

Regarded  soil  as  fertile 1485  417 

Soil,  same  not  suitable  for  irrigation 2147  589 

Sale  price  of  Parcel  S-268 1735  475 

Soil   rich   loam 2545  685 

South  of  County  Road  2000 2227  614 

South   County  Road   2000   sandy  loam  $500   land    (Cal- 

laghan)     2144  588 

Swampy  north  and  east  of  Road  2578 2151  590 

Thrifty  farmer  could  do  well  on  20  acres 2757-2759  742 

Tules,   Parcel   U-268 2156  592 

Valuation   of,    (Parsons) 2545-2567  685-692 

2586  699 

Valuation  of  Parcel  P-268   (Callaghan) 2238  617 

Valuation  of  Parcel  Q-268   (Callaghan) 2231  615 

Valuation,  limit  of  (Callaghan) 2173  598 

Value  of  Parcel  280  affected  by  encroachment  of  stream  2748  739 

Valuation,  various  parcels   (Parsons) 2743-2792  739-749 

Valued  as  subdivision  property   (Callaghan) 2133  585 

Valued  for  vegetables  (Callaghan) 2136  586 

West  Santa  Rita-Dublin  road  valued  at  $400  (Callaghan)  2142  588 

PLOWING 

Cost  of,  per  acre 2190  603 

POMEHOY  LAND 

Description   (Parsons)    2897-2900  769-770 

POPE  TO  PATTERSON 

Sale  of  land   1724  472 

Compared  with  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  lands  in  Cala- 

veras    2639  718 

Real  estate  sale 2592  700 

POTATOES 

Pleasanton  land  not  adapted  to 2146  589 

PRIESKER  LAND 

Means'   notes   on 1633  450 

Parcel  i-268,  portion  is  farming  land 2624-2625  712-713 

PRUNES 

Condition  of  in  Calaveras  Valley 1541  430 

Good  at  Calaveras 1523  426 

Maturing  season  for 1664  458 

PRUNE  CROP 

Would  be  late  in  Calaveras  Valley 1637  451 

PRUNE  LANDS 

Value  of  (Means) 1533  433 

PRUNE  ORCHARDS 

Trees  not  valued  with  Calaveras  lands  (Callaghan) 1800  498 
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PURCHASES 

By  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  of  land 2638-2639  718 

Conniff,  J.  E.,  from  Leland  Stanford  Jr.  University 2422  661 

Of  Netherlands  Farms  Co 2967  783 

QUALIFICATIONS 

Callaghan,  M.  G 1701  466 

1909  530 

Connolly,  Patrick 1467  412 

1471  413 

3046-3047  799 

Fallen,  Daniel  H 1389  395 

Hatch,  W.  D 1667  458 

McDonald,  Chas.  S 1697  464 

Means,  Thomas  H 1473  413 

1481  416 

1492  419 

Parsons,  Isaac  B 2535  682 

2664-2665  722 

Rasmussen,  Peter  1438  406 

EACE  TRACK,  PLEASANTON 

Sale  of    2173  598 

RAILROAD  SIDINGS 

Land  valued  as  such  (Callaghan) 2135  586 

Parcel  T-268  valued  as  such  (Parsons) 2550  687 

RAINFALL 

At  Calaveras  at  the  same  time  as  Arroyo  Mocho 2996  789 

Comparison  Arroyo  Mocho  and  Calaveras 2684-2685  726 

Effects  of  in  Calaveras 2956-2957  781 

Effect  of,  on  Weller  land 1635  451 

Effect  on  crops 1506  422 

Heavier  in  Calaveras  than  in  Arroyo  Valle  or  Mocho ....  2955  781 

....  2957 

In  Arroyo   Mocho    2994  788 

In  Calaveras  compared  with  Arroyo  Valle  and  Mocho.  .  .2956-2957  781 

In  Corral  Hollow,  Connolly  does  not  know  the  normal. . .  3041  798 

RAMPKE  ESTATE  LAND 

Compared  with  Schween  land 2467  668 

Description  of  property 1747  479 

For  sale    2176  599 

Levees  run  down 2177  598 

Result  of  overflow  1911 2466  668 

Sale  price 2089  574 

2456  666 

Soil  compared  to  Schween  place 2472  669 

RANCHO  EL  VALLE  DE  SAN  JOSE 

Considerable  good  farming  land 2604  704-705 

Not  commercially  adapted  to  fruit  growing 2604  704-705 

RANCHO  EX  MISSION  DE  SAN  JOSE 

Value  (Callaghan) 2256-2257  622-623 
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EANGE  FEEDING 

General  remarks    2299-2303  634-635 

BASMUSSEN,  PETER 

Direct  examination 1438-1439  406-407 

Cross  examination 1440-1443  407 

Qualifications     1438  406 

EEAL  ESTATE  BROKER 

Parsons,  not  so  engaged 2536  683 

EEAL  ESTATE  EXPERIENCE 

Parsons,  extent  of 2536-2538  683 

2543  684 

EEAL  ESTATE  PURCHASES 

Parsons,  value  of 2538  683 

EEAL  ESTATE  SALES 

Armstrong  to  Anderson 1748  480 

Bank  of  Livermore  to  Jas.  Butler 1735  475 

Callaghan    to    Connolly 1429  403 

Clarke  Estate  to  Fallen 1725  472 

3018  794 

Clement  to  Armstrong 1748  480 

Crocker  to  Gallagher 2305  635 

Donahue  to  Alameda  Sugar  Co 2207  608 

Duarte   to   Malley 1764  485 

Fallon  to  Borges 2334  641 

2457  666 

Gallaway  to  Warner 1744  478 

2497  675 

Goad  Land  Co.  to  A.  F.  Vargas 2660  721 

Goad  Land  Co.  to  M.  F.  Vargas 2659  721 

Goad  Land  Co.  to  Vieux  2424  661 

2659  721 

Henry  Llagas  land 1668  459 

Hesse  to  Victorine 2696  728 

Holthouse  to   Bowie 1670  459 

Jordan  to   Winther 1725  472 

Livermore  to  Eampke  Estate  Co 1746  479 

Malley  to   Graber 1765  485 

McLaughlin  Co.  to  Kelly 2304  635 

Mendoza  Jr.  to  Spring  Valley  Water  Co 1773  488 

Merriwa  Stock  Farm  to  Alameda  Sugar  Co 1734  475 

2360  646 

Murphy  to  Gallagher 1910  531 

O  'Rourke   Estate  to  Holmes 2587  700 

Parsons   to    Cook 2696  728 

Pope  to  Patterson 2592  700 

Prices  paid  in  Corral  Hollow  District  by  Connolly 3032-3034  796 

Purchases  by  Spring  Valley  Water  Co 2639  718 

Reis  Estate  to  Salz 1760  484 

2368  648 

xliv 
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EEAL  ESTATE  SALES— Continued. 

Eose    to   Wells 2590  700 

Salz  to  Silva-Thomas 2368  648 

2973  784 

Schween  to  Grant  Gravel  Co 2371  649 

Sheriff,  Edenvale,  $1000  per  ac.  no  knowledge  of 1532  427 

Silva  to  Eose 2590  700 

Snell  land  to   Morrow 1669  459 

Stanford  University  to  Conniff 2423  661 

Stanley  to   Gondansa 1726  472 

Victorine  to  Cook 2696  728 

Warner  to  Frieseman 2358  646 

Webber  to  Bay  City  Water  Co 2949  780 

Winship   to   Moy 2587  699 

EECLAMATION  DISTEICT  999 

Parsons,   representative   of 2663  722 

EEED  AND  NOBLE  LAND 

Prices  paid  by  Connolly 3033  796 

EEIMEES  PLACE 

Description    (Callaghan)    2339  641-642 

EEIS  ESTATE  TO  SALZ 

Eeal  estate  sale  (Callaghan) 1760  484 

2368  648 

EEMILLAED  BEICK  CO. 

Description   (Callaghan)    2364  647 

EENTAL 

Of  Malley  Eanch 1765  485 

Value  of  alfalfa  land 2063  569 

EEPEODUCTION  COST 

Proposed  arbitration  arrangement,  etc 2650-2657  720-721 

EESEEVOIE  AVAILABILITY 

Considered  in  valuing  Calaveras  lands 3012  792 

Discussed  with  Mr.  Callaghan 3013-3014  793 

Parsons  does  not  know,  regarding  Calaveras  lands 3016  793 

EESEEVOIE  LANDS 

Price  paid  by  Government  for  Orland  Ees.  Land 1499  421 

Price  paid  for  La  Hontan 1494  420 

Price  paid  for  Minidoka 1494  420 

Purchase  of  by  Government 1492  419 

Value  Turlock  &  Modesto  Irrigation  Dist 1621  447 

Value  of,  same  as  agricultural  land  (Means) 1493  419 

EESEEVOIE  LAND  VALUES 

Same  as  agricultural  values 1607  444 

1617  446 

Sierra  Nevada  Sites 1605  444 

EESEEVOIE  SITE'S 

Calaveras  Land  compared  with  other  land 2949  779 

2953  780 
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EESEEVOIE  VALUES 

Included  with  other  values  in  market  value 3008  792 

Parsons  does  not  know 3015  793 

EESIDENCE  PEOPEETY 

Blake  land  compared  with  Nusbaumer 's 2823-2827  755-756 

Comparison  of  Eomaguierre  and  Nusbaumer  land 2833  757 

Parcel  d  239  suitable  for 2545  685 

Parcel  P  268  suitable  for 2548  686-687 

EHODES  LAND 

Sales  of    2207  607 

EIGHTS  OF  WAY 

Fusier  Place  Par.  224 2331  640 

Parsons,  agent  for  Western  Pacific  Ey 2662  721 

Purchases  by  Parsons 2674-2675  724 

EOGAN  EANCH 

Production  of  hay 1771  487 

EOMAGUIEEEE  LAND 

Compared  with  Nusbaumer  land 2833  757 

Description  of  (Parsons) 2571-2572  694 

Value  and  description  of  (Callaghan) 2258-2263  623-624 

Value  of  Farm  Land  (Callaghan) 2265-2266  625 

EOSE  TO  WELLS 

Eeal  estate  sale 2590  700 

BOUSE  LAND 

Apricot  Orchard  in  good  shape 1637  451 

Class  of  soil 1637  451 

SACKING 

Cost  of    2201  605 

SACEAMENTO  EIVEE  ISLANDS 

Compared  with  Calaveras 2998-3000  789 

SALES  AEEOYO  MOCHO  LAND 

Sec.  11  Winship  to  Peter  Moy 2695  728 

See.  19-13  Mary  I.  Crocker  to  James  Gallagher 2305  635 

SALES 

Arroyo  Valle  Lands  (Parsons) 2587-2593  699-700 

SALZ  LAND 

Sale  of   1761  484 

Sale  price 1749 

Sale  price  to  Silva  &  Thomas  (Callaghan) 2368  648 

(Parsons) 2973  784 

SAN  ANTONIO  DEAINAGE 

Compared  to  Value  of  Sunol  Drainage  (Parsons) 2647  720 

SAN  ANTONIO  LANDS 

Adaptability  of 1836  5n 

Compared  with  Goad  land 2660  721 

Comparison  of  various  Parcels 2814  754 

O.  P.  Q.  V.  W.-239,  description  (Parsons) 2819  755 

Description  of  (Parsons) 2581  697 

2594-2602  700-703 
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SAN  ANTONIO  LANDS— Continued. 

Description  of  Parcel  V  239  (Parsons) 2834  757 

Detailed  descriptions  (Callaghan) 1751  480 

Detailed  descriptions   (Parsons) 2593-2602  700-704 

2814-2819  754-755 

Detailed  description  Par.  E.  F.  268  (Parsons) 2939  777 

2942  778 

Detail  of  value  (Callaghan) 1751  480 

Detailed  valuation  (Parsons) 2593-2602  700-704 

Detailed  valuation  Par.  E.  F.  268  (Parsons) 2939  777 

2942  778 

Hay  production  per  acre 1836  511 

Method  of  valuation    (Parsons) 2975  784 

N-239,  Compared  with  Hadsell  land 2972  784 

Notes  on  value  (Callaghan) 1907  530 

Soil,  general  description 2593-2602  700-704 

Total  valuation  (Parsons) 2600  703 

Valuations  of  (Parsons) 2581  697 

2594-2602  700-703 

2814-2819  754-755- 

Value  De  Saisett  Place  M  239  (San  Ant)  (Callaghan).  .2311-2312  636 

Visits  to  same  by  Parsons 2668-2670  723 

SANTA  CLAEA  COUNTY  LANDS 

Best  adapted  to  fruit  growing  and  vegetables  (Parsons)     2637  718 

Depth  of  water  used  for  irrigation 1660  457 

Description   of    (Parsons) 2608-2609  706 

Inspection  by  Master,  counsel  and  witnesses 2658  721 

Knowledge  of    (Means) 1524  426 

Land  prices  affected  by  heavy  rainfall  (Parsons) 2684  726 

Method  of  Appraisal  (Parsons) 2641-2647  718-720- 

Parsons  knowledge  of 2539  683 

Valuation  of   (Parsons) 2608-2609  706 

Values,  knowledge  of   (Means) 1624  448 

SANTOS  LAND  (X268) 

Description   of    (Callaghan) 1791  495 

Description   and  valuation    (Parsons) 2942  778 

2946  779 

Not  as  valuable   as  Brandt-Hansen  land 1961  543 

Value    of    (Hatch) 1675  460 

SCHWEEN  TO  GEANT  GKAVEL  CO. 

Eeal  est.   sale 2371  649 

SCHWEEN  EENEST  CO. 

Grant  Gravel  Co.  contract 2373-2374  649-650 

Option  to  Grant  Gravel  Co 2372  649 

SCHWEEN  LAND   (S  268) 

Barley  yield    2216  610 

2228  614 

2185  602 

Compared   with    Eampke    estate 2467  668 
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SCHWEEN  LAND  (S  268)— Continued. 

Comparison   of    2174  598 

Gravel  by  Callaghan 2221-2224  612 

Market  value  of 1698  465 

Most   valuable   part   of 2210  608 

Not  very  productive-  40  ac.  piece 2766  744 

Price  paid  by  Spring  Valley  Water  Co 1698  465 

Price  paid  by  W.  P.  E.  E.  Co 1698  465 

Soil  compared  with  Eampke  Place 2472  669 

Soil  grayish  loam  on  40  ac.  piece 2767  744 

Value    of    (Callaghan) 2086  573 

SECTIONS  7-19-33  and  5 

Location    of    2452  665 

SECTIONS  19-21-22-30 

Compared  with  Section  28 2521  679 

SECTION  23 

Sale  price  $4.00  per  acre  (Callaghan) 2432-2434  662 

SECTION  28 

Compared  with  B.  239 2528  681 

Compared  with  Sections  19-21-22-30 2521  679 

Comparison  with  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  land 2513-2517  677-678 

Not  comparable  with  any  Spring  Valley  Lands 2528  681 

Location  of,  good  land 2516  678 

SECTION  30 

Description  by 2513  677 

Grazing  Land 2521  679 

SHERIFF 

Land  bought  by 1532  428 

SHEEP 

Corral    Hollow    2352  644 

SHEEP  EAISING 

General  remarks    2297-2299  634 

SHERMAN  (SAM)  LAND 

Description  of  (Parsons) 2882-2883%  766-767 

Fruit    Trees    (Parsons) 2918-2919  773 

Method    of    valuing    (Parsons) 2896  769 

Title   growth    (Parsons) 2916  773 

2918  773 

SILVA  LAND 

Valued  by  prior  sale   (Callaghan) 2367-2368  648 

SILVA-THOMAS  LAND 

Comparison — Lilienthal   price   good 2370-2371  649 

Sale    from    Salz 2973  784 

SILVA  TO  ROSE 

Eeal    estate    sale 2590  700 

SILVERIA,  MANUEL  LAND 

Description  of  (Callaghan) 2338  641 

SINBAD  CANYON 

Country  homes  there 2825-2826  755 
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SNELL  LAND 

Sale  price  1669  459 

1689  462 

Value  of  personal  property  (Hatch) 1689  462 

SNOWFALL 

Extent  of  in  Calaveras 3001  790 

SOIL 

Adobe  Clay,  Casterson  Place 2333  640 

Adobe  on  Chabot  Land 2043  563 

Alameda  Creek  Lands 2570  694 

Arroyo  Valle  Lands 2583  697-698 

As  good  at  Arroyo  Moeho  as  at  Calaveras 2697  728 

Clay  loam,  Eampke  Place 2472  669 

Clay,  Parcel  250  M  15 2313-2318  636-637 

Comparisons '2164     '  595 

Comparison  of  V  268  with  271-279  and  274 2161  594 

Deep  loam  better  than  sandy  loam 2729  735 

General  description,  Alameda  Creek  lands 2600-2607  703-706 

Hadsell  Tract  described 2249-2251  620-621 

Heavy  loam,  is  affected  the  most  by  alkali 2550  687 

Nusbaumer  Place  (San  Antonio)  N  239 2268-2269  626 

Parcels  P.  239  Q  268  (San  Antonio) 2274-2276  627-628 

Parcel  C  243  Yellow  Clay  with  shale 2582-2583  697-698 

Parcel  A  268  Sunol  Land 2264  625 

Parcel  C  268   2324-2328  638-639 

Parcel  Q  268  2337  617 

2548  687 

Parcel  330   2630-2631  715 

Parcel  331    2630-2631  715 

Pleasanton  Lands .2702-2730  729-736 

2730  736 

i . .     2741  738 

Kieh  loam,  Pleasanton  lands 2545  685 

Bomaguierre  Place  B  268 2258-2259  623 

San  Antonio  Lands 2593-2602  700-704 

Sandy,  valued  higher  than  clay 2164  595 

Schween  land  S  268 2215  610 

Schween  40  acre  piece  loam 2767  744 

Source  of,  in  Calaveras  Valley , 1999-2000  554 

Various  parcels  Alameda  Creek  lands 2621-2622  711 

Various  parcels,  Calaveras  lands 2608-2620  706-711 

2622-2635  711-717 

Watson  Place  283 2225  613 

Whitman-Nusbaumer  Place 2797-2800  750-751 

SOIL  AND  SUBSOIL 

Comparison  and  depth 2130  584 

SOLANO 

Distance  to  San  Francisco 1539  430 
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.SOLANO  IRRIGATED  FARMS 

Condition  of  lands 1516 

Efforts  to  obtain  report  on - 

Lands  compared  to  Calaveras  lands 1522 

Means,    connection    with 1634 

Object   of  Means   report 1519 

Purpose  of  reports  by  Means 1590 

Quotations  from  report  by  Means 1592  441 

1646  453 

Report  borrowed  by  Mr.  Calhoun 1583  439 

1597     442 

1601     443 

Reported  on,  by  Means 1515  425 

1519     425 

1583     439 

1585     439 

1597     442 

Selling  price  of 1535  429 

Transportation  facilities  compared  to  Calaveras 1640  452 

1645  453 

Value  of  fruit  land 1543  431 

Value  of  lands  (Means) 1515  425 

1628     449 

1646     453 

Value  per  acre  (Means) 1591     440 

1594     441 

Vegetation  at  time  of  Means '  report 1517  425 

SPORTONO  LANDS 

Compared  with  Sunol 2452  665 

Description   of    2361  646 

STANDISH  RANCH 

Character  of  soil 1625  448 

STANFORD  LELAND  JR.  UNIVERSITY 

Purchase  of  land  by  J.  E.  Conniff 2422-2423        661 

STANFORD  UNIVERSITY  LAND 

On  Patterson  Pass  Road,  sale  price  of 1864  520 

STANLEY  TO  GONDANSA 

Real  estate  sale 1726  472 

STEINHART 

Does  not  admit  "Sunol  Drainage  Land"  to  be  used  and 

useful 1709  468 

ST.  LOUIS  RANCH 

Location  of    1401  398 

Trip  to,  by  Fallon 1433  405 

STOCK  RAISING 

On  Parcel  T,  239-San  Antonio 2280-2292     629-633 

STOCK  RANCHES 

Extensive  sale  for  in  Santa  Clara  County 1688  462 
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STONE  TEACT 

Compared  with  Hadsell  Land 2793-2796  749-750 

Compared  with  Kolb  &  Hadsell 2344  643 

Compared  with  Nusbaumer  land 2578  696 

Finest  pasture  on  range 2793  749 

2794  750 

High  as  Blake  land 2828  756 

STEAW 

Sales  of    2202-2204  606 

SUB-DIVISION  PEOPEETY 

Some  Pleasanton  Land  valued  as  such 2133  585 

SUB-IEEIGATION 

Evidence  of  at  Calaveras 1642  452 

Meaning  of   1490  417 

SUB-IBBIGATED  LAND 

In  Calaveras  Valley 2980  786 

In  Santa  Clara  County 1627  449 

Location  of,  in  Santa  Clara  Valley 1604  442 

Value  of  (Means) 1623  448 

SUMMEE  FALLOWING 

Necessary  on  Calaveras  &  San  Antonio  lands 1855  518 

SUNOL  DEAINAGE  LAND 

Blake  land  described  as,  Parcel  267 2576  696 

Blake  land  price  in  1905 2576  696 

Compared  as  to  value  with  San  Antonio  Drainage  (Par- 
sons)         2647  720 

Comparison  of  Blake  land  with  Nusbaumer 's 2823-2827  755-756 

Comparison  of  223  with  250  and  258 2863-2864  763 

Comparison  F  239  and  G  239 2573  694 

Comparison  of  250  with  285  and  D-268 2860-2862  762-763 

Comparison  of  264  with  C  268 2848-2850  760 

Comparison  285  with  D-268 2853-2858  760-762 

Description  of  (Parsons)   2571-2578  694-696 

2597-2613  702-708 

2615 

Descripton  Par.  B  268   (Parsons) 2813  753-754 

Description  of  Eomaguierre  land   (Parsons) 2571-2572  694 

Detailed  description  (Callaghan)  1840  512 

Detailed  description   (Par.  246)    (Parsons) 2934  776 

2935  777 

Detailed  description  Par.  268   (Parsons) 2935  777 

2939 

Detail    valuation    (Callaghan) 1840  512 

Discussions  of  Parsons  and  Callaghan 2579-2580  696 

Examined  for  pasturage   (Connolly) 3040  797 

Nusbaumer  land  described  as,  Parcel  290  (Parsons) 2576  696 

Orchards,  location  of 2572-2573  694 

Parcel  225,  description  of  (Parsons) 2866-2874  763-765 

Parcel  228  acreage  of  not  all  included  by  Callaghan 1841  512 
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SUNOL  DRAINAGE  LAND — Continued. 

Par.  N-239  compared  with  Hadsell  land 2972  784 

Par.  244  compared  with  Hadsell  land 2809-2812  753 

Par.  244.     Detailed  description 2807-2813  752-753 

Par.  B  268  Compared  with  244 2813  753-754 

Parcel  295,  description  of  (Parsons) 2875-2878  765 

Steinhart  does  not  admit  they  are  used  and  useful 1709  468 

Valuations  of  (Parsons) 2571-2578  694-696 

2597-2613  702-708 

2615  708 

Valuation  (Par.  244)  (Parsons) 2807-2813  752-753 

Valuation  Par.  246  (Parsons) 2934-2935  776-777 

Valuation  Par.  H.  268  (Parsons) 2935  777 

2939  777 

Walnut  orchard  on  L  239,  adds  to  market  val.  but  not 

to  intrinsic  value 2970-2971  783-784 

SUNOL  LANDS 

Compared  with  Sportono  land 2452  665 

Description  Par.  250  (Parsons) 2941-2942  778 

Detailed  description  and  valuation  Par.  E.  F.  268  (Par- 
sons)         2939  777 

2942  778 

Detailed  valuation  Par.  250  (Parsons) 2941-2942  778 

Value  Par.  A.  268  by  Callaghan 2264-2265  625 

SWAMPY  LAND 

Location  of,  in  Calaveras  Valley 2151  590 

Portion  of  located  in  Par.  V  268 2551  688 

TAXES  ' 

On  hay  land  figured  at  the  rate  of  $50  per  acre 1869  521 

TESLA  CATTLE  CO. 

Corral  Hollow  2353  645 

THOMAS  PROPERTY 

Bought  of  Silva,  price  considered 2367-2368  648 

THRESHING 

Cost  of   2201  605 

TILLABLE  LAND 

On  Hadsell  Place  1020  Acres 2792  749 

TOPHAM  LAND  (Par.  Y-268) 

Detailed  description  (Parsons) 2930-2931  775-776 

Has  correlative  value  (Parsons) 3007-3008  791 

Water  on 2933  776 

TOUR  OF  INSPECTION 

See.  4  by  Callaghan 2508-2512  676-677 

TREADWELLS 

Own  land,  Corral  Hollow  with  Cal.  Safe  Dep.  &  T.  Co 2353  645 

TRUCKEE-CARSON  PROJECT 

Means  connection  with 1616  446 
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TULES 

Calaveras  lands,  location   of 2913  772 

Good  soil  where  they  grow 2159  593 

Growth  on  Sherman  place,  Calaveras  land. 2916  773 

2918  773 

Location   of,   Calaveras   Valley 2156  592 

Eemoved  by  cultivation  of  land 2915%  773 

VALUATIONS 

Parsons  not  identical  with  Callaghan  's 2545  685 

VALUE 

Arroyo  Honda  lands  for  water  production  (Callaghan) .  .2405-2411  657-659 

..2412-2413  659 

Calaveras  land,  for  water  purposes  (Callaghan) 2412-2413  659 

Calaveras  land  for  Eeservoir  purposes 2384-2405  652-657 

Grazing   land    (Callaghan) 2293-2296  633-634 

Grazing  land  Arroyo   Mocho    (Callaghan) 2307-2310  636 

Intrinsic  and  market,  difference  between   (Parsons) ....     2907  771 

Market  and  intrinsic,  difference  between   (Parsons) ....     2907  771 

Niles  Canyon  lands  for  agricultural  purposes  (Parsons)  .  .     2580  696-697 

Pasture  land  Hadsell  Tract  (Callaghan) 2251  621 

Eeservoir  purposes  Calaveras  lands 2384-2405  652-657 

Eiparian  land  Par.  224 2329  639-640 

233iy2 

VEGETABLES 

Can  be  grown  on  Alameda  Creek  lands 2569  693 

Parcel  E  268  not  well  adapted  for 2549-2550  687 

Parcel  V  268  not  suitable 2551  687 

Possible  production  on  i-239,  Pleasanton  lands 2702  729 

Produced  on  Par.  E.  268  Pleasanton  land 2738  737 

VEGETABLE  GAEDEN 

Vierria  Place 2232-2233  615-616 

VEGETABLE  LANDS 

Location  of   2136  586 

Manuel   Silveria  place 2338  641 

VICTOEINE  TO  COOK 

Eeal    estate    sale 2696  728 

VIEREIA  PLACE 

Valuable  for  agricultural  purposes  in  excess  of  Q  268 2238  617 

Vegetable   garden    2232-2233  615-616 

VIEUX  LAND 

Comparison  with  Spring  Valley  land 2424  661 

VINEYAEDS 

Between  Vallecitos  Er.  and  Pleasanton  not  thrifty 2801  751 

On  Calaveras  lands 1880  523 

Parcel  A  268,  Sunol  land 2264-2265  625 

Valued  with  parcel  F  268 1808  501 

VINEYAED  COUNTEY 

Sportono  Land  and  adjacent  properties 2361-2362  647 
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VINEYARD  LAND 

Value  of  2364  647 

WADE  RANCH 

Attempt  to  sell 1677  460 

1680  462 

WAGES 

Of  Plowmen    2470-2471  669 

WALNUT  ORCHARD 

Best  of  Hadsell  Tract 2245  619 

On  Hadsell  place  not  an  asset 2790  749 

On  L  239  adds  to  market  value  but  not  to  intrinsic  val.  .2970-2971  783-784 

Valuation  etc.  (Parsons) 2784-2789  747-748 

Value  Hadsell  tract  (Callaghan) 2254-2255  622 

WALNUT  TREES 

Hadsell  land   2574  695 

WARNED  LAND 

Description  of 2358-2360  646 

Price  comparison   2359-2360  646 

WARNER  TO  FRIESEMAN 

Real  estate  sale 2358  646 

WATER 

Necessity  of  for  agriculture  and  pasture 2542  884 

On  A  241— Calaveras  lands 2932  776 

On  Topham  place   (Y268)   Calaveras  land 2933  776 

WATER  RIGHT  VALUES 

Means,  not  an  expert 1612  445 

WATSON  PLACE 

Soil,  clay  loam 2225  613 

Valuation  (Callaghan)    2209  608 

WEBBER  RANCH 

Location  of   , 2437  663 

WEBBER  TO  BAY  CITY  WATER  CO. 

Real  estate  sale 2949  780 

WELLER  LAND 

Barley  production    1792  495 

Condition  of  soil 1636  451 

Description  of  (Callaghan) 1789  494 

Examination  of  by  Callaghan 1790  494 

2028  561 

Examination  of  by  Means 1573  437 

Production  of  hay  on 1790  494 

Relay  of  horses  not  necessary  to  harvest  crop 1835  510 

Segregated  value  (Callaghan) 2027  561 

Value  (Hatch)    1675  460 

1678  461 

Value  of  (Means) 1634  450 

WESTERN  PACIFIC  R.  R.  CO. 

Price  paid  to  Schween  for  Rt.  of  Way 1698  465 
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WHALEN  LAND 

Character  of  soil 2080  572 

Compared  to  Chabot  land  (Callaghan) 2460  667 

Compared  to  V-268 2084  573 

Drainage  conditions 2099  576 

Estimated  production  on  Chabot  land 2012  557 

Has  been  drained 2102  577 

$300  per  acre  offered 2082  572 

20%  better  than  Chabot  land 2083  572 

WHEAT 

Production  per  acre  on  Chabot  Eanch 1461  411 

WHITMAN-NUSBAUMER  LAND 

Compared  with  Hadsell  land 2797  750 

2800  751 

Described  as  Parcel  N  239 2575  695 

Soil  conditions    2797  750 

2800  751 

Suitable  for  hay,  grain  and  pasture 2797  750 

WILLIAMS  LAND 

Bought  of  Broilliar — no  knowledge  of  sale  (Callaghan)  . .  2365  647 

Description  of  (Callaghan) 1818  504 

WINSHIP  TO  MOY 

Eeal  estate  sale 2587  699 

2695  728 

WIEES 

Number  required  to  bale  hay 1839  511 
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